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In 1974 I qualified as a SCUBA diver and over the next 14 years had the opportunity
to dive in Westernport as part of the Marine Studies Society dive club. We were
captivated by the diversity of marine life, from colourful invertebrates, to fish
species, to weedy seadragons, to curious and playful seals. My objection to the AGL
proposal is largely focussed on the marine environment. Westernport is a semi
enclosed bay with French Island in its centre, two arms of sea water, seagrass,
saltmarsh and mangroves along its northern section and along the shore of the
island. It is home to three Marine Parks, indicating significant ecosystems.
Unfortunately I was not able to access GIJPP EES Annexure A-H: Hydrodynamic
Modelling Report Part 1 of 3 or Part 2 or Part 3 nor GIJPP EES Annexure A-K:
Western Port Modelling peer review so that has left me wondering: There is tidal
movement but how much of the water is flushed out with each change of tide? The
proposal is to discharge 450000 litres of cooled chlorinated water daily from the
facility into the northern arm of Westernport, some distance from the entrance
would suggest that there could be a gradual build up of effect, especially of
chlorination byproducts on seagrasses, salt marshes and mangroves and the marine
fauna living on them, particularly further to the north where there are abundant
benthic dwellers near Crawfish Rock and Eagle Rock. Fish stocks might also be
affected. Under current laws the proposed discharge from the FSRU is of concern to
the EPA. Even if AGL is able to influence a change in the law, it still does not alter the
likely damage caused to the environment. The EES focuses on the immediate area
around the FSRU but broader impacts should also be considered eg. what are the
likely influences of noise during construction, but especially during operation on the
marine mammals in Westernport such as the Southern Bottlenose dolphins, seals
and whales? Have baseline studies been done? Again I could not gain access to GIJPP
EES A-I or A-J. Similarly what impact will the increased shipping movements have on
these species? Apart from marine species my other concern about this project is for
the birds. The Ramsar listed wetlands offer sanctuary to migratory birds. The EES
suggests that the Ramsar site is far enough away that the 44% increase in light from
the facility will have limited effect at ground level. The migratory birds are flying at
altitude where the increased light will be much more obvious. Do we know whether
this would disorient or distress them? The mitigation strategies for dealing with
unwanted outcomes in several of the EES reports are unspecified, merely referred to
as ‘appropriate action’ which casts doubt on their validity. In summary I oppose
AGL’s FSRU proposal for Westernport. Gabriella Hont
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My name is Caroline Carter 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 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. 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. Sincerely, Caroline Carter

My name is Caroline Carter 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 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.
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.
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,â€¨Caroline Carter
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My name is Danielle Mazza and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
I have holidayed at Somers and own a home there for over 30 years. During that time I have watched the effects
of climate change on the landscape, flora, fauna and the sea and sea life with concern.
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,
Danielle Mazza 
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My name is Angela Szeitli and I live in Cowes, Phillip Island. Westernport Bay is a
unique environment supporting endemic and migratory wildlife. I work in tourism
and see the wonderful effect and influence on people from around the world as they
experience our natural wonders. Industrialisation here is counterproductive. My
family and our community thrive here and work to improve our environment. We
would be aggrieved to see this threat built on our shores. 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 tourismdependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the
migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine
and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge
gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty
of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands
are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay
wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres
of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife.
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My name is Greg Wallis and I write to express serious concerns about the AGL gas development proposed for Westernport Bay.
Westernport is important because of its internationally listed RAMSAR wetlands and the Marine Parks which are right on Melbournes doorstep. It it is vital that its values are not compromised for any short term gains from the AGL proposal which relies on the use of fossil fuel.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the environmental assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and pipeline project. There are several issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable in its current form and I will address these in my submission, but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised RAMSAR wetlands and wildlife.
Australia is a signatory to the RAMSAR Convention on Wetlands of International Importance and as such has committed to promote the
conservation and wise use of its listed wetlands.This means that we are obliged to maintain their ecological character and prevent their degradation. It is inappropriate to build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the most precious environments in Victoria and an
internationally significant wetland.
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.
If the project is approved AGL could release 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,
but we do know that Chlorine is used to sterilise water and it is likely it will have a severe impact on algae and plankton which will then have
a cascading effect up the food chain right through to larger vertebrates such as fish and marine mammals. And it’s not just marine life that
stands to be affected; freshwater fish that have marine larval stages also stand to be significantly affected by changes in water temperatures and
chlorine concentrations as larvae try to move through the bay and back into freshwater streams where they will mature.The enormous quantity
of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into the Bay, which unlike the ocean, has somewhat more restricted tidal movement. The
impact modelling carried out by AGL is far from comprehensive and in some cases totally inappropriate. Clause 22 of the State Environment
Protection Policy (Waters) laws explicitly prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high conservation value areas: Westernport is a high conservation area. To date AGL has been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws. The poor impact assessments combined with the fact that
the plan currently does not meet the stated legal requirements should be more than sufficient evidence for this proposal to be rejected without
further consideration.
I would also like to draw your attention to the fact that the proposal stands to impact on the already fragmented habitat of the endangered
“Dwarf Galaxias”. This small native fish has a very limited distribution that has suffered greatly in recent years from other projects like the
Peninsula Freeway impacting on the few known remaining populations. Small animals like this often tend to get overlooked and there is insufficient evidence that enough effort has been put into assessing the impacts on this endangered species.
There are also serious concerns about direct impacts on a number of other animal and plant species.
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.
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.
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 briefly 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 and its unique wildlife which depends on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
I look forward to presenting my submission and expanding on some of these concerns in person at the inquiry.
Sincerely,
Greg Wallis
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My name is Bronwen Coleman and I live in the Westernport Bay area. The unique
ecosystem is absolutely beautiful - seeing the wide variety of birdlife and the
mangroves are so so good for our mental health - an incredible gift from nature I
want to be able to pass onto my children. Please don’t destroy 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. 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. Thank you again for taking the time to read this
and consider the points made. Sincerely, Bronwen Coleman
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I own and maintain 70 acres of vulnerable lowland indigenous bush within the
catchment of Westernport Bay. We are re-wilding the land and have Trust For
Nature covenant areas of ecosystem protection. We have planted, maintained and
continue to set more land aside for preservation. Melbourne Water, LandCare and
others have invested heavily in cash, time and labour. This is private cost for
Ecosystem value. APA and AGL directly undermine our efforts and show contempt
for the work going on within the catchments of Westernport. We have planted out
our waterways to clean the water into the bay and the proposed project is like
shitting on our front door. I say to you CEO’s, boards and shareholders, why should
individuals make the conservation effort when rent seekers like yourselves are
degrading our efforts, community good will and restoration efforts? Talk of
corporate responsibility is demonstrably false and your legacy is tarnished. If you
have children you need to look them in the eye and tell them the whole story; sorry
kids, the money was more important than your future. The premise of a forecast
regional gas shortfall is false until alternatives in consumer behavior, renewables
and waste are addressed. Even then, renewables can come on line in time if demand
is demonstrated and fossil subsidies were re-directed. We must keep our sovereign
reserves in sufficient supply to support citizen use. Sale to foreign nations by
significantly foreign owned corporates doubles loss of value to Australian citizens.
We have witnessed over investment , with taxpayer subsidies, in the past for
electricity at the expense of renewable capability building. Building infrastructure for
imports to local supply should be spent, if essential on connecting remote land sites
rather than further disrupting marine and vulnerable land systems. There is no social
or environmental cost considerations worth the compromised price of fossil
infrastructure growth. This plan defies logic and is an affront to the sensibilities of
future sustainability initiatives. It does not address risks adequately and has no social
license. It creates inc reased liabilities at the very time we are pursuing net zero
targets. I strongly oppose the proposed project and demand longitudinal
accountability of those decision makers should the negligent proposal proceed.
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Your submission: My name is Leanne Craven and I live in the Westernport Bay area.
NO AGL EVER!!! Westernport Bay needs to be protected from greedy Corporates
and will destroy a special and unique environment. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and
Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas
pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal
unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my submission but the
issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally recognised
wetlands and wildlife. 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.
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My name is Jessica Obersby and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay. 
,WLVDPDULQHHQYLURQPHQWZLWKSUHFLRXVZLOGOLIH
,WKDQNWKH&ULE3RLQW,QTXLU\DQG$GYLVRU\&RPPLWWHHDQGWKH0LQLVWHUIRU3ODQQLQJ
IRUWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRPDNHDVXEPLVVLRQWRWKHHQYLURQPHQWDVVHVVPHQWRIWKH&ULE
3RLQWJDVLPSRUWMHWW\DQGJDVSLSHOLQHSURMHFW7KHUHDUHDYDULHW\RILVVXHVZKLFK
VKRXOGGHHPWKLVSURSRVDOXQDFFHSWDEOHXQGHULWVFXUUHQWIRUPDQGWKDW,ZLOOSRLQWWR
LQP\VXEPLVVLRQEXWWKHLVVXHWKDWFRQFHUQVPHPRVWLVWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQ
JUHHQKRXVHJDVHPLVVLRQVLQ9LFWRULD
1DWXUDOHQYLURQPHQWVSOD\DFUXFLDOUROHLQERWKWKHPHQWDODQGSK\VLFDOKHDOWKRIWKH
FRPPXQLWLHVZKRDFFHVVWKHP7KHSRWHQWLDOORVVRIQDWXUHDQGDFFHVVWRJUHHQ
VSDFHVFDQFRQWULEXWHWRPHQWDOGLVWUHVVDQGHQYLURQPHQWDOJULHIH[SHULHQFHGE\
FRPPXQLWLHVZKRSODFHVLJQLILFDQFHRQWKHVHDUHDV7KLVFDQGHWULPHQWDOO\LPSDFW
RQWKHORQJWHUPPHQWDOKHDOWKRIDFRPPXQLW\([FHVVLYHH[SRVXUHWRQRLVHDQG
OLJKWSROOXWLRQLQDUHDVRIUHFUHDWLRQRUDPRQJKRXVHKROGVFDQUHVXOWLQORVVRIVOHHS
DQGLUULWDELOLW\$VZHOODVLQFUHDVHGSUHYDOHQFHRIDQ[LHW\DQGDODFNRIDELOLW\WR
IRFXV7KHLPSDFWVRIQRLVHDQGOLJKWSROOXWLRQFDQUHVXOWLQLQFUHDVHGSUHYDOHQFHRI
PHQWDOKHDOWKFRQGLWLRQVLQDFRPPXQLW\
3KLOOLS,VODQGLVWKHVHFRQGPRVWWRXULVPGHSHQGHQWUHJLRQLQDOORI$XVWUDOLD3HRSOH
FRPHWRVHHWKHOLWWOHSHQJXLQVDQGWKHPLJUDWLQJ+XPSEDFNDQG6RXWKHUQ5LJKW
ZKDOHVDVZHOODVRWKHULQFUHGLEOHPDULQHDQGZHWODQGZLOGOLIH7KHLQGXVWULDOLVDWLRQ
RI:HVWHUQSRUW%D\LQWKHIRUPRIKXJHJDVWDQNHUVDQGD)ORDWLQJ6WRUDJHDQG
5HJDVLILFDWLRQ8QLWZLOOXQGHUPLQHWKHEHDXW\RIWKHDUHDDQGEHLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWK
WKHSHUFHSWLRQWKDWLWLVDSULVWLQHDQGSURWHFWHGZHWODQG7KLVFRXOGLPSDFW3KLOOLS
,VODQGDVDSRSXODUWRXULVWGHVWLQDWLRQ
:HWODQGVDUHDPRQJWKHPRVWELRGLYHUVHHFRV\VWHPVRQHDUWK7KH\FRPELQHODQG
DQGZDWHUZKLFKDOORZVWKHPWREHKRPHWRDWOHDVWVSHFLHVLQFOXGLQJPLJUDWRU\
ELUGVOLNHWKHFULWLFDOO\HQGDQJHUHG2UDQJH%HOOLHG3DUURW+DOIRIWKH:HVWHUQSRUW
%D\ZHWODQGLVPDGHXSRIVHDJUDVVEHGVZKLFKDUHDQXUVHU\VLWHIRUSUDZQVDQG
ILVK:HVWHUQSRUW%D\LVDOVRWKHPRVWVLJQLILFDQWVLWHIRUPDQJURYHVLQ9LFWRULD
0DQJURYHVVWDELOLVHVHGLPHQWDQGSURWHFWWKHVKRUHOLQHIURPHURVLRQ7KHVKRUHOLQH
GLUHFWO\DURXQGWKH&ULE3RLQWMHWW\LVDQH[WHQVLYHPDQJURYHVWDQG:HWODQGVVKRXOG
EHSURWHFWHGDVDNH\KDELWDWIRUDQLQFUHGLEOHDUUD\RISODQWVDQGDQLPDOVUDWKHU
WKDQEHLQJVXEMHFWWRSRWHQWLDOO\GDPDJLQJSURMHFWVOLNHWKLVJDVLPSRUWWHUPLQDO
SURSRVHGE\$*/
,IWKHSURMHFWLVDSSURYHG$*/FRXOGGXPSXSWRPLOOLRQOLWUHVRIFKORULQDWHG
ZDWHULQWRWKH%D\HDFKGD\ZKLFKFRXOGKDYHDGLVDVWURXVLPSDFWRQPDULQHZLOGOLIH
7KHUHLVVRPXFKZHGRQRWNQRZDERXWKRZWKLVFROGFKORULQDWHGZDVWHZDWHUZLOO
DIIHFWPDULQHOLIHLQ:HVWHUQSRUW7KHLPSDFWPRGHOOLQJFRPSOHWHGE\$*/LVQRW
FRPSUHKHQVLYHDQGLQVRPHFDVHVWRWDOO\LQDSSURSULDWH)XUWKHUPRUHFXUUHQW
9LFWRULDQODZVSURKLELWWKHGLVFKDUJHRIZDVWHZDWHULQKLJKFRQVHUYDWLRQYDOXHDUHDV
OLNH:HVWHUQSRUW%D\FODXVHRIWKH6WDWH(QYLURQPHQW3URWHFWLRQ3ROLF\
:DWHUV $*/KDVVRIDUEHHQXQVXFFHVVIXOLQWKHLUDWWHPSWVWRZHDNHQWKHVHODZV
&RPELQLQJWKHSRRULPSDFWDVVHVVPHQWVDQGWKHIDFWWKDWWKHSODQFXUUHQWO\GRHVQRW
PHHWWKHOHJDOUHTXLUHPHQWVWKLVSURSRVDOVKRXOGQRWFRQWLQXH

0LOOLRQVRI$XVWUDOLDQVFRQVLGHUFOLPDWHFKDQJHQRWWREHDWKUHDWLQWKHGLVWDQWIXWXUH
EXWDGDQJHURXVUHDOLW\ZHIDFHULJKWQRZ:HDUHRQWUDFNIRUVHYHUDOGHJUHHV
&HOVLXVRIZDUPLQJE\WKHHQGRIWKHFHQWXU\LIZHGRQRWFXUERXUHPLVVLRQVIURP
IRVVLOIXHOV7KHSOXPPHWLQJFRVWVRIUHQHZDEOHVDQGHQHUJ\VWRUDJHKDVUHQGHUHG
IRVVLOIXHOSURMHFWVQRWRQO\DWKUHDWWRRXUHQYLURQPHQWEXWDOVREDGEXVLQHVV
&RUSRUDWLRQVOLNH$*/VKRXOGEHLQYHVWLQJPRUHLQUHQHZDEOHVDQGVXSSRUWLQJ
FRQVXPHUVWRPRYHDZD\IURPJDVLQVWHDGRILQYHVWLQJLQVRRQWREHVWUDQGHG
DVVHWV7KLVSURSRVDOWREXLOGDJDVLPSRUWWHUPLQDOLVQRWFRQVLVWHQWZLWKZKDWZH
QHHGWRGRWRFUHDWHDVDIHFOLPDWH
6PDOOPDULQHRUJDQLVPVZKLFKPDNHXSWKHIRXQGDWLRQVRIWKHHFRV\VWHPOLNH
SODQNWRQDQGILVKHJJVZRXOGEHWKHPRVWLPSDFWHGE\WKLVSURSRVDO/RFDOO\WKH\
ZRXOGEHXQDEOHWRHVFDSHEHLQJSXOOHGLQWRWKHVKLSLQWDNHDQGEHLQJVXEMHFWHGWR
FKORULQHOHYHOVIDUDERYHVDIHOHYHOV7KHLPSDFWLVOLNHO\WREHVLJQLILFDQWZLWKQHDUO\
KDOIDELOOLRQOLWUHVRIZDWHUEHLQJGUDZQLQWRWKHLQWDNHVHDFKGD\7KLVHQRUPRXV
TXDQWLW\RIFROGHUFKORULQDWHGZDWHUZRXOGEHGXPSHGEDFNLQWRWKH%D\DQG
GLVSHUVHZLWKWKHFXUUHQWWKHUHE\IXUWKHUDIIHFWLQJPDULQHZLOGOLIH
7KDQN\RXRQFHDJDLQIRUWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRQWULEXWHWRWKHHQYLURQPHQW
DVVHVVPHQWRIWKH&ULE3RLQWJDVLPSRUWMHWW\DQGJDVSLSHOLQHSURMHFW$VRXWOLQHG
DERYHWKHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWRQJUHHQKRXVHJDVHPLVVLRQVLQ9LFWRULDZRXOGEH
XQDFFHSWDEOH7KHUHDUHPDQ\RWKHUYLDEOHDQGPRUHVXLWDEOHRSWLRQV9LFWRULDFDQ
SXUVXHWRHQVXUHWKDWZHPHHWRXUHQHUJ\QHHGVZLWKRXWH[SRVLQJWKHSUHFLRXV
ZHWODQGVRI:HVWHUQSRUW%D\WKHXQLTXHZLOGOLIHZKLFKGHSHQGRQWKLVHFRV\VWHPRU
WKHORFDOFRPPXQLW\WRDQ\KDUP
6LQFHUHO\
-HVVLFD2EHUVE\
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,DPZULWLQJWKLVVXEPLVVLRQWRH[SUHVVP\FRQFHUQVDQGWRIRUPDOO\REMHFWWRWKHSURSRVHG
/1*,PSRUW3URMHFWDW&ULE3RLQWRQ9LFWRULD¶V0RUQLQJWRQ3HQLQVXOD$VRXWOLQHGLQWKH
(QYLURQPHQWDO(IIHFWV6WDWHPHQW ((6 6XPPDU\'RFXPHQW$*/DQG$3$SURSRVHWR
FRQVWUXFWDQGRSHUDWHD/LTXLILHG1DWXUDO*DV /1* ,PSRUW)DFLOLW\DQG7UDQVPLVVLRQ
3LSHOLQH7KHIDFLOLW\LVSODQQHGLPSRUWXSWRSHWDMRXOHVRIQDWXUDOJDVWRKHOSPHHWWKH
JDVVXSSO\VKRUWIDOOWKDWLVSUHGLFWHGE\WKH$XVWUDOLDQ(QHUJ\0DUNHW2SHUDWRU $(02 LQ
WKHFDOHQGDU\HDU

0\FRQFHUQVUHODWHWRWKHIROORZLQJWKUHHLVVXHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKH3URMHFW

x &RVWDQG5LVNRI6WUDQGHG$VVHWV±1DWXUDOJDVDQGLWVDVVRFLDWHGLQIUDVWUXFWXUHDUH
EHFRPLQJLQFUHDVLQJO\H[SHQVLYHDQGLVDWULVNRIEHFRPLQJHFRQRPLFDOO\³VWUDQGHG´
DVVHWV
x 3LSHOLQH)XJLWLYH0HWKDQH/HDNDJH±1DWXUDOJDVWUDQVPLVVLRQLQIUDVWUXFWXUHLVSURQH
WRSRWHQWLDOPHWKDQHOHDNDJH
x 6FRSH'RZQVWUHDP(PLVVLRQV±7KHFDUERQHPLVVLRQVRIWKHFRQVXPSWLRQRIWKH
JDVE\WKHHQGFRQVXPHUVVKRXOGEHSXEOLFO\GLVFORVHG

,XQGHUVWDQGWKDWWKHSRWHQWLDOLPSDFWVRIWKHSURWHFWHG:HVWHUQ3RUW5DPVDUOLVWHG
PLJUDWRU\VSHFLHVOLVWHGWKUHDWHQHGVSHFLHVDQGHFRORJLFDOFRPPXQLWLHVKDYHEHHQ
DGGUHVVHGWKURXJKDSSURSULDWHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDVRXWOLQHGLQWKH((6,WLVDVVXPHG
WKDWWKHVHPHDVXUHVVKRXOGUHGXFHWKHVHULVNVWREHDVORZDVUHDVRQDEO\SUDFWLFDO

0\WKUHHDUHDVRIFRQFHUQDUHVXFKWKDW,EHOLHYHWKDWWKH3URMHFWVKRXOGQRWSURFHHGDQG,
HODERUDWHDVIROORZV

 &RVW±6WUDQGHG$VVHWV

$(02¶V0DUFK*DV6WDWHPHQWRI2SSRUWXQLWLHV *622 VWDWHVWKDW9LFWRULDDQG1HZ
6RXWK:DOHVDUHIDFLQJDPDMRUJDVVXSSO\VKRUWIDOOJRLQJIRUZDUGDVWKHFXUUHQW*LSSVODQG
%DVV6WUDLWJDVEDVLQVUHDFKWKHLUH[SHFWHGHQGRIOLIHLQ6LQFHWKHPLG¶VDQ
HQRUPRXVDPRXQWRILQYHVWPHQWKDVEHHQFDUULHGRXWRQFRDOVHDPJDVGHYHORSPHQWVDORQJ
ZLWKWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIPDVVLYH/1*H[SRUWWHUPLQDOVLQ4XHHQVODQGWKDWKDVRSHQHGXS
HDVWHUQ$XVWUDOLD¶VWUDGLWLRQDOKHUPHWLFDOO\VHDOHGJDVPDUNHWWRWKHZRUOG

(DVWHUQ$XVWUDOLDFXUUHQWO\GRHVQRWKDYHDPDQGDWHGQDWXUDOJDVUHVHUYDWLRQSROLF\DVKDV
EHHQLQWURGXFHGLQWR:HVWHUQ$XVWUDOLDLQ7KLVSROLF\PHDVXUHSURYLGHVDPLQLPXP
UHVHUYDWLRQRIRIDOOJDVH[WUDFWHGIURPWKH1RUWK:HVW6KHOIWREHXVHGLQWKHGRPHVWLF
PDUNHW7KLVKDVQRWVWRSSHGPDMRUJDVSOD\HUVIURPRYHULQYHVWLQJLQ/1*H[SRUWSURMHFWV
7KHODUJHVFDOHRILQYHVWPHQWWKDWLVSXWLQWRWKHVHSURMHFWVUHTXLUHVDORQJSD\EDFNSHULRGRI
XVXDOO\\HDUV7KHVHLQYHVWPHQWVKDYHEHHQXQGHUZULWWHQE\ORQJWHUPFRQWUDFW
DUUDQJHPHQWVWKDWDVDUHVXOWRIQHWEDFNSULFLQJPHFKDQLVPVKDYHH[SRVHGWKHHDVWHUQ
VWDWHVWRKLJKHUJDVSULFHV$VDUHVXOWGRPHVWLFJDVSULFHVKDYHPRUHWKDQGRXEOHGLQ
UHFHQW\HDUVIURPDURXQGWRSHUJLJDMRXOHWRRYHUSHUJLJDMRXOHLQUHFHQW\HDUV
'XHWR$XVWUDOLD¶VH[SRVXUHWRLQWHUQDWLRQDOJDVSULFHVVLPSO\LQFUHDVLQJWKHVXSSO\RIJDV
ZLOOQRWUHGXFHGRPHVWLFSULFHV

,QWHUPVRIGHPDQGIRUHFDVW$(02¶V0DUFK*622VKRZVWKDWHDVWHUQ$XVWUDOLD¶V
RYHUDOOGRPHVWLFJDVFRQVXPSWLRQSHDNHGLQDWDSSUR[LPDWHO\SHWDMRXOHVDQGKDV

Cameron Matters

26 August 2020

VLQFHGHFOLQHGWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\SHWDMRXOHVWRZDUGVWKHHQG6RPHRIWKLVGHFOLQH
KDVUHVXOWHGIURPDUHGXFWLRQLQJDVFRQVXPSWLRQIRUSRZHUJHQHUDWLRQ7KLVGHFOLQHZLOO
FRQWLQXHLQWKHQH[WIHZ\HDUVZLWKWKHVWDJHGFORVXUHRIWKH7RUUHQV,VODQG$6WDWLRQLQ
6RXWK$XVWUDOLDWKDWKDVDOUHDG\UHDFKHGLWVWHFKQLFDOHQGRIOLIH6HYHUDORWKHUJDVILUHG
SRZHUVWDWLRQVLQWKHHDVWHUQVWDWHVDUHIRUHFDVWWRFORVHLQWKHFRPLQJ\HDUVDORQJZLWKFRDO
ILUHGVWDWLRQV7KHUHSODFHPHQWJDVSHDNLQJSODQW%DUNHU,QOHWQRZLQRSHUDWLRQLVPRUH
IOH[LEOHDQGZLOOSURYLGHVRPHRIWKHORVWFDSDFLW\DQGKHOSILUPXSUHQHZDEOHV+RZHYHU
WKLVSRZHUVWDWLRQFRQVLVWLQJRI[0:UHFLSURFDWLQJJDVHQJLQHVZLOOEHTXLWHH[SHQVLYH
DQGZLOORQO\UXQZKHQUHTXLUHG,WZLOOXVHFRQVLGHUDEO\OHVVJDVWKDQ7RUUHQV,VODQG$*/
KDYHSODQVIRUWZRVLPLODUJDVSHDNHUVLQ1HZFDVWOH1HZ6RXWK:DOHVDQG'DQGHQRQJLQ
9LFWRULD,DPDVVXPLQJWKDWWKHVHSRZHUVWDWLRQVZLOODOVRFRQVLVWRIIOH[LEOHDQGPRUH
HIILFLHQWJDVHQJLQHV

,QWKHSRZHUJHQHUDWLRQVHFWRULWLVFOHDUWKDWWKURXJKWKHUDSLGLPSURYHPHQWDQGFRVW
UHGXFWLRQEDWWHU\HQHUJ\VWRUDJHV\VWHPV %(66 DUHPRUHFRPSHWLWLYHWKDQWUDGLWLRQDO
SHDNLQJJDVJHQHUDWRUV*DVSHDNLQJSODQWVDUHORVLQJWKHLUHFRQRPLFSRWHQWLDOWR%(66
DQGZLOOULVNEHFRPLQJVWUDQGHGLQWKHFRPLQJ\HDUVQRWWRPHQWLRQWKHLUDVVRFLDWHGJDV
LQIUDVWUXFWXUH$QH[DPSOHRI%(66XSWDNHLQFOXGHV$*/¶VSODQWRWUDQVIRUP/LGGHOO3RZHU
6WDWLRQLQWRD0:%(66WRKHOSSURYLGHILUPLQJFDSDFLW\RQFHWKHVWDWLRQUHWLUHVLQ
$*/DUHDOVRSODQQLQJWRDGG%(66WR7RUUHQV,VODQGDKHDGRIWKH$VWDWLRQ¶VFORVXUHLQ


*DVFRQVXPSWLRQLQWKHFRPPHUFLDODQGLQGXVWULDOVHFWRUVKDVDOVRGHFOLQHGE\DVPDOO
PDUJLQVLQFHODUJHO\GXHWRWKHLQFUHDVHLQJDVSULFHVVLQFH$VDUHVXOWRIWKLV
PDQ\UHVLGHQWLDOKRXVHKROGVDQGLQGXVWULHVKDYHVZLWFKHGIURPJDVWRHOHFWULFLQWHUPVRI
VSDFHKHDWLQJFRRNLQJDQGZDWHUKHDWLQJ,QWHUHVWLQJO\DVHYLGHQWLQ$(02¶V6ORZ
&KDQJHVFHQDULRWKHDQQXDOJDVFRQVXPSWLRQLQHDVWHUQ$XVWUDOLDLVIRUHFDVWWRGHFOLQHRXW
WR7KH(66LQGLFDWHVWKDWWKH3URMHFWZLOOKHOSHQDEOHLQFUHPHQWDOWUDQVLWLRQE\
DYRLGLQJVRFDOOHG³ORFNHGLQ´ORQJWHUP/1*LQIUDVWUXFWXUH:KLOHWKHSURMHFWGRHVDYRLGWKH
LQYHVWPHQWRIPDMRU/1*H[SRUWLQIUDVWUXFWXUHVXFKDVWKDWFDUULHGRXWLQ4XHHQVODQGLQWKH
¶VLWLVFRPPLWWLQJWREXLOGLQJDJDVSLSHOLQHWKDWZLOOKDYHDQHVWLPDWHG\HDUOLIH
DORQJZLWKDVLJQLILFDQWFDSLWDOFRVW,IHHOWKDWZLWKPRUHDQGPRUHLQGXVWULHVDQGFRQVXPHUV
IDOOLQJRXWRIIDYRXUZLWKJDVWKLV3URMHFWULVNVEHFRPLQJDQLQFUHDVLQJO\VWUDQGHGDVVHW

 5LVNRI3LSHOLQH/HDNVDQG)XJLWLYH0HWKDQH(PLVVLRQV

7KHUHLVDOVRWKHULVNRIIXJLWLYHPHWKDQHOHDNDJHIURPWKHWUDQVPLVVLRQRIJDVYLDWKH
SLSHOLQHGXULQJRSHUDWLRQ,QWHUHVWLQJO\WKHUHZDVQRPHQWLRQLQWKH((6RIDSLSHOLQHOHDN
GHWHFWLRQV\VWHPWKDWVKRXOGEHLQVWDOOHGRQWKHNPORQJSLSHOLQH/HDNGHWHFWLRQLVYHU\
LPSRUWDQWWRSURYLGHUHDOWLPHFRQWLQXRXVPRQLWRULQJRIWKHFRQGLWLRQRIRSHUDWLQJSLSHOLQHV
HVSHFLDOO\JDVSLSHOLQHV,QWKHHYHQWRIDQLQFLGHQWDPDMRUOHDNZRXOGEHFDWDVWURSKLFLQ
WHUPVRIVDIHW\DQGWKHUHOHDVHRIODUJHDPRXQWVRIPHWKDQHLQWRWKHDWPRVSKHUH

7KHUHDUHYDULRXVOHDNGHWHFWLRQWHFKQRORJLHVDYDLODEOHLQFOXGLQJDFRPELQDWLRQRISUHVVXUH
WUDQVGXFHUVDQGIORZPHWHUVWKDWFDQPHDVXUHWKHGLIIHUHQFHLQIORZDQGSUHVVXUH
SDUDPHWHUVEHWZHHQYDULRXVVHFWLRQVRIWKHSLSHOLQH)RUJDVSLSHOLQHVILEUHRSWLFOHDN
GHWHFWLRQWHFKQRORJ\LVWKHSUHIHUUHGRSWLRQKHUHGXHWRLWVJUHDWHUDFFXUDF\DQGORZHUFRVW

)DFWRULQJLQIXJLWLYHPHWKDQHOHDNVIURPWUDQVPLVVLRQRIWKHJDVIRUWKLV3URMHFWHTXDWHVWR
WRQQHVFDUERQGLR[LGHHTXLYDOHQW &2H SHU\HDU7KLVGRHVQRWVRXQGOLNHPXFK
KRZHYHURYHUDSHULRGRI\HDUVLWDGGVXSWRNLORWRQQHVRI&2HGLVFRXQWLQJDQ\
IXUWKHUPHWKDQHUHOHDVHVIURP9LFWRULD¶VH[LVWLQJDQGDJLQJJDVWUDQVPLVVLRQV\VWHPOHW
DORQHZKDWLVLQ1HZ6RXWK:DOHV2YHU\HDUVWKHUHOHDVHDGGVXSWRNLORWRQQHVRI
&2H
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,WLVHVWLPDWHGWKDWWKHDPRXQWRIPHWKDQHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQWKHDWPRVSKHUHKDYHPRUHWKDQ
GRXEOHGVLQFHSUHLQGXVWULDOWLPHV0RVWRIWKLVLQFUHDVHKDVFRPHIURPPDQPDGHVRXUFHV
VXFKDVFRDOPLQHVRLODQGJDVH[WUDFWLRQDQGSURFHVVLQJIDFLOLWLHVDORQJZLWK/1*
OLTXHIDFWLRQ,QPDQ\SDUWVRIWKHZRUOGLQFOXGLQJKHUHLQ$XVWUDOLDWKHPHWKDQHHPLVVLRQV
IURPRLODQGJDVGHYHORSPHQWVKDYHEHHQJURVVO\XQGHUUHSRUWHG7KH3URMHFW¶V((6VWDWHV
WKDWPHWKDQHHPLVVLRQVKDYHDJOREDOZDUPLQJSRWHQWLDO *:3 RIDSSUR[LPDWHO\WLPHV
WKDWRI&2+RZHYHUWKLVLVEDVHGRQD\HDUOLIHWLPHIRUPHWKDQHLQWKHDWPRVSKHUH
:KHQPHDVXUHGRYHU\HDUVZKLFKUHSUHVHQWVWKHWZRPRVWFULWLFDOGHFDGHVIRUKXPDQLW\
WRUHGXFHJUHHQKRXVHJDVHPLVVLRQVWKH*:3LQFUHDVHVWRWLPHVWKDWRI&2*LYHQ
PHWKDQH¶VPDVVLYH*:3HYHQDVPDOOUHOHDVHRIUHVXOWVLQDJUHDWHUHIIHFWRQWKH
FOLPDWHWKDQFRDO7KLVZLOOIXUWKHUFRPSOLFDWH$XVWUDOLD¶VUHODWLYHO\PRGHVWFRPPLWPHQWWR
WKH3DULV&OLPDWH$FFRUG

 6FRSH'RZQVWUHDP&DUERQ(PLVVLRQV

&KDSWHURIWKH((6GRFXPHQWRXWOLQHVWKHHVWLPDWHGXSVWUHDPFDUERQHPLVVLRQVWKDW
ZRXOGEHUHOHDVHGGXULQJWKHH[WUDFWLRQOLTXHIDFWLRQDQGVKLSSLQJRIJDVWR&ULE3RLQW7KLV
HTXDWHVWRPLOOLRQWRQQHVRI&2H,WDOVRRXWOLQHVWKHH[SHFWHG6FRSHDQG
HPLVVLRQVGXULQJFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGRSHUDWLRQRIWKH3URMHFW)URP7DEOHRI&KDSWHU
WKH((6KDVGHWHUPLQHGWKDWGXULQJWKH3URMHFW¶VRSHUDWLRQFDUERQHPLVVLRQVDUHH[SHFWHG
WRUHVXOWLQRI9LFWRULD¶VDQQXDOHPLVVLRQVHTXDWLQJWRDSSUR[LPDWHO\NLORWRQQHVRI
&2H7KLVLVDVVXPLQJWKDWWKHPDMRULW\RIWKHWLPHWKH)658ZLOORSHUDWHLQ2SHQ/RRS
PRGH+RZHYHUWKH((6GRHVQRWIDFWRULQWKHHPLVVLRQVWKDWZLOOUHVXOWIURPWKHJDVWKDW
ZLOOEHVROGWRFRQVXPHUV7KHVH6FRSHGRZQVWUHDPHPLVVLRQVZLOOEHUHOHDVHGZKHQWKH
JDVLVEXUQHGGXULQJWKHOLIHRIWKHSURMHFW$*/DQG$3$HVWLPDWHWKDWWKHSURMHFWZLOO
GHOLYHUXSWRSHWDMRXOHVRIJDVDQQXDOO\WRWKH9LFWRULDQDQGHDVWFRDVWJDVPDUNHW

,XQGHUVWDQGWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIDYRLGLQJWKHULVNRIGRXEOHFRXQWLQJKRZHYHULQP\YLHZ
$*/DQG$3$FDQQRWDVVXPHWKDWDOOWKHLUGRZQVWUHDPFRQVXPHUVZLOODFFXUDWHO\UHSRUW
WKHLUHPLVVLRQVDVWKH\FRQVXPHWKHJDVSXUFKDVHG,WLVIDFLOLWLHVWKDWHPLWPRUHWKDQ
NLORWRQQHVRI&2HRUFRQVXPHRYHUWHUDMRXOHVRIHQHUJ\SHU\HDUWKDWDUHUHTXLUHGWR
UHSRUWDFFRUGLQJWRWKH1DWLRQDO*UHHQKRXVHDQG(QHUJ\5HSRUWLQJ$FW$ODUJH
QXPEHURIFRQVXPHUVZLOOEHKRXVHKROGVDQGVPDOOEXVLQHVVHVWKDWDUHQRWUHTXLUHGWR
UHSRUWWKHLUDQQXDOHPLVVLRQVXQGHUWKHVFKHPH

,IHHOWKDW$*/DQG$3$VHULRXVO\QHHGWRFRQVLGHUWKHLGHDRISXEOLFO\GLVFORVLQJWKH6FRSH
HPLVVLRQVRIWKHLUSURGXFWRYHUWKHOLIHRIWKH3URMHFWWKDWLVSURMHFWHGWREHDWOHDVW
\HDUV )658 DQG\HDUV SLSHOLQH 8VLQJ6FRSHHPLVVLRQVIDFWRUVIRU9LFWRULDIURPWKH
ODWHVWILJXUHVIURPWKH'HSDUWPHQWRI(QHUJ\WKHWRWDOHPLVVLRQVIURPWKHFRQVXPSWLRQRI
SHWDMRXOHVRIJDVLVNLORWRQQHVRI&2HSHU\HDU$VVXPLQJDFRQVWDQWRXWSXWWKLV
ILJXUHHTXDWHVWRPLOOLRQWRQQHVRI&2HRYHUD³ORFNHGLQ´SHULRGRI\HDUV )658
OLIH DQGXSWRPLOOLRQWRQQHVRI&2HRYHUD³ORFNHGLQ´SHULRGRI\HDUV SLSHOLQH 
+RZHYHUWKH(66LQGLFDWHVWKDWWKH3URMHFWLVH[SHFWHGWRSURGXFHXSWRSHWDMRXOHVRI
JDVLQLWVILUVW\HDURIRSHUDWLRQ

&21&/86,21

,WLVFOHDUWKDWIURPHDVWHUQ$XVWUDOLDIDFHVDSURMHFWHGJDVVXSSO\VKRUWIDOODORQJZLWK
WKHUHWLUHPHQWRIDODUJHDPRXQWRIWKHUPDOHOHFWULFLW\JHQHUDWLRQ7KLVZLOOUHTXLUHDSSURSULDWH
ILUPLQJDQGIOH[LELOLW\DVPRUHDQGPRUHUHQHZDEOHHQHUJ\FDSDFLW\HQWHUVWKHJULG$XVWUDOLD
LV DOVR FRPPLWWHG WR DFKLHYLQJ LWV 1DWLRQDOO\ 'HWHUPLQHG &RQWULEXWLRQ WRZDUGV WKH 3DULV
&OLPDWH7DUJHWRIHPLVVLRQVUHGXFWLRQE\+RZHYHUDV,KDYHGLVFXVVHGDERYH
VLPSO\UHO\LQJRQEXLOGLQJQHZDQGLQFUHDVLQJO\H[SHQVLYHJDVLQIUDVWUXFWXUHWKDWLVDWULVNRI
EHFRPLQJVWUDQGHGZLOOVWHHU$XVWUDOLDLQWKHZURQJGLUHFWLRQ7KHUHDUHFKHDSHUFOHDQHUDQG
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PRUH VXVWDLQDEOH RSWLRQV WKDW HDVWHUQ $XVWUDOLD VKRXOG FRQVLGHU WR RYHUFRPH WKH H[SHFWHG
VKRUWIDOOZKLOHVWLOOSURYLGLQJVHFXUHDIIRUGDEOHDQGUHOLDEOHHQHUJ\ZLWKORZHUFDUERQHPLVVLRQV

0\UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDUHDVIROORZV

5(&200(1'$7,216

x ,PSURYHGHQHUJ\HIILFLHQF\IRUWKHUHVLGHQWLDOFRPPHUFLDODQGVHFWRUVVXFKDVEHWWHU
LQVXODWLRQDQGGUDIWSURRILQJWKDWZRXOGUHVXOWLQDORZHUJDVFRQVXPSWLRQIRUKHDWLQJ
7KLVORZKDQJLQJIUXLWLVE\IDURQHRIWKHFKHDSHVWRSWLRQVDFFRUGLQJWR&OLPDWH:RUNV
x *UHDWHUXVHRIHOHFWULFDSSOLDQFHIRUFRRNLQJVSDFHKHDWLQJFRROLQJDQGKRWZDWHULQ
WKH UHVLGHQWLDO DQG FRPPHUFLDO VHFWRU 7KLV UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ DOVR UHTXLUHV JRRG
FXVWRPHULQFHQWLYHVWRHQFRXUDJHUHVLGHQWVDQGEXVLQHVVHVDZD\IURPJDV
x ,QFUHDVHGXSWDNHRIGHPDQGUHVSRQVHWRHIIHFWLYHO\HQDEOHLPSURYHGPDQDJHPHQWRI
HQHUJ\FRQVXPSWLRQ
x ,QFUHDVHGUROORXWRIEDWWHU\VWRUDJHV\VWHPV %(66 ERWKODUJHVFDOHWRKHOSSURYLGH
JULGVWDELOLW\DQGVXSSRUWRIODUJHVFDOHVRODUDQGZLQGIDUPVDVZHOODVDQGVPDOOVFDOH
FRPPXQLW\%(66WRVXSSRUWVPDOOWRZQV
x )DVWWUDFNRIVHFRQG%DVV6WUDLWFRQQHFWLRQEHWZHHQPDLQODQG$XVWUDOLDDQG7DVPDQLD
0DULQXV/LQN WRKHOSWDSLQWR7DVPDQLD¶VSURSRVHG³%DWWHU\RIWKH1DWLRQ´
x 6XSSRUW DQG IDVWWUDFN RI WKH SURSRVHG 0: RIIVKRUH ZLQG GHYHORSPHQW RII
9LFWRULD¶V*LSSVODQG&RDVW 6WDURIWKH6RXWK3URMHFW 7KLVZRXOGSURYLGHLPPHGLDWH
EHQHILWV WR WKH UHJLRQ KHOSLQJ LPSURYH V\VWHP VWUHQJWK DQG SURYLGH MREV DQG
RSSRUWXQLWLHV IRU GLVSODFHG ZRUNHUV IURP WKH QRZ GHFRPPLVVLRQHG +D]HOZRRG
JHQHUDWRU
x 6XSSRUW UROORXW RI HOHFWULF YHKLFOHV (9V  WR KHOS SURYLGH DQ LQFHQWLYH IRU LPSURYHG
HQHUJ\PDQDJHPHQWVLQFH(9VFDQSURYLGHDQRSSRUWXQLW\WRVRDNXSH[FHVVVRODU39
JHQHUDWLRQ GXULQJ WKH GD\WLPH DQG EH XVHG WR SURYLGH 9HKLFOH WR +RPH VXSSRUW WR
UHGXFHHYHQLQJGHPDQGSHDNV
x 6XSSRUW GHYHORSPHQW DQG H[SDQVLRQ RI JUHHQ K\GURJHQ WHFKQRORJLHV IRU LQWHJUDWLRQ
LQWRWKH$XVWUDOLDQHQHUJ\V\VWHP
x 7KHDGRSWLRQRIDOWHUQDWLYHKHDWLQJIRULQGXVWULHVVXFKDVGDLU\SURGXFHUVDQGDEDWWRLUV
WKDWDUHFXUUHQWO\UHOLDQWRQJDVIRUZDWHUKHDWLQJDQGSDVWHXULVDWLRQ$QHQFRXUDJLQJ
GHYHORSPHQW KHUH LV VRODU WKHUPDO K\GUR ZKHUH ZDVWH KHDW LV FDSWXUHG IURP
FRQFHQWUDWHG VRODU 39 V\VWHPV WR SURYLGH KRW ZDWHU IRU XVH LQ WKHVH LQGXVWULHV WKDW
H[LVWLQUHJLRQDOWRZQV


5HIHUHQFHV

 $(02*DV6WDWHPHQWRI2SSRUWXQLWLHV0DUFK)RUHDVWHUQDQGVRXWKHDVWHUQ
$XVWUDOLD
KWWSVDHPRFRPDX
PHGLDILOHVJDVQDWLRQDOBSODQQLQJBDQGBIRUHFDVWLQJJVRRJDVVWDWHPHQWRI
RSSRUWXQLWLHVSGI"OD HQ

 $XVWUDOLDQ*RYHUQPHQW'HSDUWPHQWRI,QGXVWU\-XQH%XUHDXRI5HVRXUFHVDQG
(QHUJ\(FRQRPLFV %5(( 7KH(DVWHUQ$XVWUDOLDQ'RPHVWLF*DV0DUNHW6WXG\SS
SSSSSS
KWWSVZZZLQGXVWU\JRYDX(QHUJ\(QHUJ\0DUNHWV'RFXPHQWV(DVWHUQ$XVWUDOLDQ'RPHV
WLF*DV0DUNHW6WXG\SGI

 7KH$XVWUDOLD,QVWLWXWH3ROLF\%ULHI1R-XO\,6610DWW*UXGQRII
&RRNLQJXSD3ULFH5LVH±:LOO&6*H[SRUWVSXVKXSWKHSULFHRIJDV"SS
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KWWSVZZZWDLRUJDXVLWHVGHIDXOWILOHV3%&RRNLQJXSDSULFH
ULVHSGI

 ZZZDJOFRPDX

 $(02,QWHJUDWHG6\VWHP3ODQZZZDHPRFRPDX

 ³$*/VHHNVDSSURYDOIRU0:ELJEDWWHU\DWVLWHRI/LGGHOOFRDOJHQHUDWRU´0LFKDHO
0D]HQJDUE$XJXVWZZZUHQHZHFRQRP\FRPDX

 ³$*/WREXLOGELJEDWWHU\DW7RUUHQV,VODQGLQ6$´$XJXVW
ZZZDXVWUDOLDQPDQXIDFWXULQJFRPDX

 ³0\(IILFLHQW(OHFWULF+RPH´7LP)RUFH\ZZZIDFHERRNFRP

 ZZZ\RNRJDZDFRP3LSHOLQH/HDN'HWHFWLRQ6\VWHPV

$XVWUDOLDQ*RYHUQPHQW±'HSDUWPHQWRI(QYLURQPHQWDQG(QHUJ\1DWLRQDO*UHHQKRXVH
$FFRXQWV)DFWRUV±$XJXVW6HFWLRQ1DWXUDOJDVWUDQVPLVVLRQSS
KWWSVZZZLQGXVWU\JRYDXGDWDDQGSXEOLFDWLRQVQDWLRQDOJUHHQKRXVHDFFRXQWVIDFWRUV

7KH*OREDO0HWKDQH%XGJHW    
KWWSVHVVGFRSHUQLFXVRUJDUWLFOHV

4XDQWLI\LQJPHWKDQHHPLVVLRQVIURPWKHODUJHVWRLOSURGXFLQJEDVLQLQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV
IURPVSDFH±6FLHQFH$GYDQFHV$SULO9RO1RHDD]'2,
VFLDGYDD]KWWSVDGYDQFHVVFLHQFHPDJRUJFRQWHQWHDD]

1DWLRQDO*UHHQKRXVHDQG(QHUJ\5HSRUWLQJ$FW 1*(5$FW 
ZZZFOHDQHQHUJ\UHJXODWRUJRYDX

$XVWUDOLDQ*RYHUQPHQW±'HSDUWPHQWRI(QYLURQPHQWDQG(QHUJ\1DWLRQDO*UHHQKRXVH
$FFRXQWV)DFWRUV±$XJXVW$SSHQGL[6FRSHHPLVVLRQVIDFWRUV7DEOH
SSKWWSVZZZLQGXVWU\JRYDXGDWDDQGSXEOLFDWLRQVQDWLRQDOJUHHQKRXVH
DFFRXQWVIDFWRUV

8QLWHG1DWLRQV*HQHUDO$VVHPEO\6HSWHPEHUµ7UDQVIRUPLQJ2XU:RUOG7KH
$JHQGDIRU6XVWDLQDEOH'HYHORSPHQW¶SS

&OLPDWH:RUNV$XVWUDOLD'HFDUERQLVDWLRQ)XWXUHV0DUFKIXOOUHSRUW6HFWLRQ
%XLOGLQJVSS
KWWSVFOLPDWHZRUNVDXVWUDOLDRUJ
6WDURIWKH6RXWKRIIVKRUHZLQGSURMHFWVWDUWVHQYLURQPHQWDODSSURYDOV0LFKDHO
0D]HQJDUE$SULOZZZUHQHZHFRQRP\FRPDX
ZZZUD\JHQFRPDX
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My name is Keely Boyd and I visit Westernport Bay often.
It is where I grew up. It is where we take our holidays, it is where my family lives and it’s
where my heart and home are, Lord Somers Camp. The serenity is unlike any other and
the nature is the most important thing there. I volunteer at Lord Somers Camp and
appreciate the natural beauty, fantastic sea life and environment that Western Port has to
offer. It is important that we preserve Victoria’s natural beauty and 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 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.

Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of
warming by the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The
plummeting costs of renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not
only a threat to our environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be
investing more in renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead
of investing in soon-to-be stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is
not consistent with what we need to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton
and fish eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable
to escape being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above
safe levels. The impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water
being drawn into the intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water
would be dumped back into the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further affecting
marine wildlife.
Thank you once again for the opportunity to contribute to the environment assessment of
the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. As outlined above, the impact on
our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife would be unacceptable. There are
many other viable, and more suitable, options Victoria can pursue to ensure that we meet
our energy needs without exposing the precious wetlands of Westernport Bay, the unique
wildlife which depend on this ecosystem, or the local community to any harm.
Sincerely,
Keely Boyd
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Submission to the Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project Environment Effects
Statement
Kristin Campbell
Blind Bight, VIC, 3980
Summary
I do not support the Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project proposed by AGL Wholesale Gas
Limited (AGL) and APA Transmission Pty Ltd (APA) due to the increased greenhouse gas
emissions, the detrimental effect of Australia relying on overseas resources for energy
production, the potential unnecessary detrimental effects to marine biodiversity and to an
extent the detrimental effects to the local community (my local community).
The science is overwhelmingly clear that Australia should be moving away from nonrenewable energy sources to delay and lessen the inevitable effects of anthropogenic
induced climate change.
The effects of climate change is already having a significant negative effect on every day
Australians and a large economic impact to the nation through sporadic weather events,
prolonged and increased periods of drought, increased fire risk periods, large-scale intense
bushfires which immobilise entire states and cause catastrophic impacts to not only the
environment but to the economy and mental health and wellbeing of people.
The projected shortfall of gas availability for Australia could be addressed through
increasing renewable energy sources such as wind and solar energy in a move away from
non-renewable energy.
The global Covid-19 Pandemic has opened many Australian’s eyes to the importance of
becoming a self-sustaining nation and relying on imported gas for industrial, commercial,
and residential supply is short-sighted and unsustainable for the long-term future of energy
availability in Australia.
Section responses
EES Main report: Volume 2 Chapter 11: Greenhouse gas
Whilst this chapter has covered in detail the increased greenhouse gas emissions resulting
from the construction and operation of the project, is has not addressed the increased
greenhouse gas emissions resultant of the additional natural gas harvested and used across
the grid, post processing.
The entire purpose of the project is to import additional natural gas, which is a nonrenewable fossil fuel. The project has the potential to supply up to 160 petajoules of natural
gas per annum. Greenhouse gas emissions from the use of this additional gas has not been
included in the Greenhouse gas calculations, and whilst this may not be a requirement of
the EES the following is relevant.

x Natural gas is a fossil fuel and non-renewable
x The chapter gives consideration to the impact of the construction and operation of
the project under the Paris Agreement (2015) but the project purpose is not aligned
with the National Climate Resilience and Adaptation Strategy (Australian
Government 2015) prepared in response to Australia’s intended nationally
determined contribution (INDC) to a new climate agreement (August 2015) and
submitted under the Paris Agreement. One of the key mitigation actions listed in the
Strategy is; ‘Increased uptake of renewable energy’. I ask that the additional
greenhouse gas emissions expected as a result of the additional 160 petajoules of
natural gas per annum post processing is accounted for in this chapter. Given
Australia’s commitment to the Paris agreement surely funding for and investment in
new energy projects should be centred around renewable energy sources.
EES Main report: Volume 2 Chapter 6: Marine biodiversity
Westernport Bay is an internationally important wetland listed as an Australian Ramsar site
under the Ramsar convention signed by Australia in 1971.
In becoming a signatory to the Ramsar Convention, Australia is committed to promoting the
conservation of listed sites and the wise use of Australian wetlands. Since the adoption of a
new definition of ‘wise use’ in 2005, this obligation is interpreted as maintaining the
ecological character of listed sites. Similarly, it is the ecological character of each declared
Ramsar wetland that is protected from significant impacts under the Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (DEWHA 2009).
In table 6 -22 the Critical components, processes, and Services (CPS) are assessed against
the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) as outlined in Hale 2016. In response to LAC
“Australian grayling continues to be supported in one or more of the catchments draining into
Western Port” the assessment states the following: “No change to the occurrence of Australian
grayling populations in Western Port catchments. There is a low potential for impacts on adult, late
larvae, or juvenile Australian Graylings from the operation of the FSRU. CPS would not be impacted,
and LAC would not be exceeded”. The marine biodiversity technical report does not outline

what the impacts of chlorinated or chilled/ heated water would have on spawning
Australian Grayling is. Nowhere is it addressed what the sensitivity of this species is to
chlorinated or warmer / chilled water is and additionally studies have not been undertaken
to determine the use of the northern arm of Western Port Bay for the species. Therefore, I
come to the conclusion that stating that Australian Grayling will not be impacted is purely
an assumption made with no supporting evidence.
Further information is required to come to this conclusion such as, do spawn and juveniles
remain in Western Port Bay and depend on the bay rather than migrating into Bass Straight
before migration back into the catchments? What extent of the Bay does Australian Grayling
use? What is the sensitivity of the species to proposed changes and will eggs/ spawn be
subject to entrainment by the FSRU and what long-term impact will this have on the
population in the Bunyip River catchment area?

In addition to my concerns for Australian Grayling I am also concerned that the noise
exposure levels to fish such as sardines which are sensitive to noise may become
permanently excluded from the area (JASCO Technical report A Annexure 1 and J). It is not
described what the potential area of exclusion may be for these fish with swim bladders
involved in hearing but there is potential that Western Port Bay may become fragmented to
fish movements and this may result in a significant impact to waders, migratory birds and
specifically the Australian Fairy Tern which rely on these fish. The flow on effect of noise to
fish as a result of the project has not been considered in detail for listed avian fauna
(Terrestrial biodiversity impact assessment) which rely on small fish for food in the area.
Conclusion
In conclusion the impacts to threatened species have not been considered in a holistic
approach between technical reports. The terrestrial biodiversity impact assessment should
consider the flow on effects to terrestrial species as a result of sound, chlorine and
entrainment as a result of the FSRU.
Westernport Bay is a unique and special ecosystem. As a country we should strive to protect
intact natural ecosystems and not cause further detrimental impact to them. The Port of
Hastings is an industrialised area but that does not mean that impacting the broader marine
environment of Westernport Bay with additional significant pressures from a large ship,
increased large shipping movements, discharge of chlorinated chilled water and additional
light/ noise pollution is warranted for the area.
I do not believe the negative impacts of this project add up in a time when we should be
investing in long-term sustainable renewable energy projects for the country. Short-term
investment in a fossil fuel project with negative effects on biodiversity and the Western Port
bay ecology is not justified. I wish to see my local area investing in renewable projects and
localising infrastructure and supply. This is going to be increasingly important to boost
resilience during climate change. Now more than ever is it obvious that we need to focus on
local and renewable supply chains for energy and do our best to decrease fossil fuel
emissions. This project is not aligned with what the current and future Australia needs and is
short-sighted in its projected jobs, income, and future demand for gas.
Kind regards,
Kristin
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My name is Nicholas Boyd and I care about the environment in Westernport Bay.
Environmental impact critical, westernportBay or otherwise. AGL as a leader in
energy have an opportunity to move into smarter long-term economical territory
than another gas import terminal 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 tourismdependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the
migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine
and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge
gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty
of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. 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. 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. Victoria has an ecomical strategic opportunity with AGL to
invest in long term renewable energy. Times are changing rapidly. Dont get left
behind. Regards, Nicholas Boyd
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Executive Summary
This review of the AGL & APA Environment Effects Statement (EES) specifically addresses
the examination of the effects of the operation of a Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) Floating
Storage and Regasification Unit (FSRU) docked at the proposed Gas Import Jetty at Crib
Point. The review examines the proponent conclusions regarding social effects and
impacts by examining the inquiry methods underpinning these conclusions.
The Minister's scoping requirements set out the specific matters to be documented in the
EES. These specify that the proponent is responsible for informing and engaging the
public and stakeholders, and to identify and respond to their issues. The scoping
requirements specify that an EES Consultation Plan identify stakeholders and characterise
stakeholders’ interests and concerns.
While the proponents provide a list of generalised stakeholders, the technical
documentation underpinning the EES reveals no systematic data collection undertaken to
gather the necessary evidence to identify specific, identifiable stakeholder groups both
directly affected, and with a specific interest in the project, nor to link these stakeholder
groups to specific interests or concerns, as required by the Minister. This is due to a flaw
in the research design of the social impact study: the approach excluded the specific
interests and concerns of many stakeholder groups from rigorous data collection,
definition and analysis. The research design employed in the social impact study focused
on a narrow set of specific effects identified by a selected group of technical specialists.
Not only does the design and implementation of the social impact study fail to comply
with industry, academic and professional standards, it also contributes to the failure of
the proponents to meet the Minister's requirements regarding the identification of
stakeholders and stakeholder interests.
The lack of rigor in the social impact study, and the resulting lack of evidence
underpinning claims made in the proponent's EES raises questions regarding the rigor of
other technical assessments and, as a result, the veracity of claims in the EES underpinned
by those studies; for instance, statements and claims made by the proponent regarding:
• energy alternatives to their proposal that can address an energy shortage in
Victoria;
• the facts regarding the extraction, production, transport and regasification of LNG
and fugitive emissions and their contribution to greenhouse gases; and,
• the commitment of the proponents to transparency and fair dealing.
In compiling their substantial EES, the proponents have demonstrated a capacity to
engage a range of contractors and sub-contractors in putting their proposal together,
however the disconnect between their claims in the EES and the evidence base provided
demonstrates a lack of management capacity to implement a coherent strategy and
achieve the necessary outcome. Doubt remains about the proponent's capacity to
manage the sub-contract for the FSRU docked at the proposed Gas Import Jetty.
The proponent's evident management shortfalls and lack of transparency and fair dealing
disqualifies them from being granted the licence to develop and manage a major
industrial project in an internationally significant wetland in compliance with not only the
Minister's requirements but also other government regulation set in place to preserve
this heritage for future generations.
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Introduction
Scoping Requirements for the AGL Gas Jetty Project Environment Effects Statement
According to the Victorian Minister for Planning,
"The purpose of the Environment Effects Statement (EES) is to provide a sufficiently
detailed description of the proposed project, assess its potential effects on the
environment and assess alternative project layouts, designs and approaches to avoid
and mitigate effects" (DELWP 2019: 1).
Key matters required for examination within the EES include,
" . . . ecosystem services [benefits provided by the environment] of conservation
areas, nature parks, marine reserves and Ramsar sites . . . effects on landscape
values, [and] . . . effects on socio-economic values at local and regional scales" (ibid:
3).
This review of the the proponents' EES examines the social effects only in terms of the
proposed Gas Import Jetty Project (excluding the pipeline) as outlined in the EES and
examines related documentation that informs the Social Impact Assessment.
The Minister's scoping requirement draft evaluation objective regarding social effects is:
"To minimise potential adverse social, economic, amenity and land use effects at local
and regional scales" (ibid: 11).
In order to investigate the social effects of the proposal, the The Minister's scoping
requirement specifies that the proponent is responsible for informing and engaging the
public and stakeholders to identify and respond to their issues in conjunction with the EES
studies (ibid: 5).
The Minister's scoping requirement defines stakeholders to include:
 potentially affected parties:
 the local community;
 interested organisations;
 interested individuals; and,
 government bodies (ibid)
The Minister's scoping requirement specifies that an EES Consultation Plan will:
 identify stakeholders;
 characterise public and stakeholders’ interests, concerns and consultation needs
and their potential to provide local knowledge and inputs;
 describe the consultation methods and schedule; and,
 outline how public and stakeholder inputs will be recorded, considered and/or
addressed in the preparation of the EES (ibid).
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Social Impact Assessment: Design, methods & standards
Within the proponent's Environment Effects Statement, various references are made to
guidelines and standards of international professional bodies regarding principles, best
practices and acceptable standards of professional practice in the field of social impact
analysis, and also to the relevant literature from the discipline.
The EES documentation references:
• the International Finance Corporation Performance Standards on Environmental
and Social Sustainability (AECOM 2018: 6), utilised primarily by international
corporations and public sector organisations to assess development projects;
• core values of the International Association for Public Participation (AGL & APA
2020(Z): 2);
• the International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA) Social Impact
Assessment Guidelines (AGL & APA 2020(M):18), and
• the academic and professional Social Impact Assessment literature, for instance,
Van Schooten et al., 2003 & Rowen 2009 (AGL & APA 2020(M): 18; 21) to guide
professional standard methodology.
This review will draw on the same sources to examine the approach to Social Impact
Assessment within the proponent's EES.
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EES Consultation Plan
EES Consultation Plan: Scoping Requirements
As indicated above, the Minister's scoping requirements specifies that an EES
Consultation Plan must:
 identify stakeholders;
 characterise public and stakeholders’ interests, concerns and consultation needs
and their potential to provide local knowledge and inputs;
 describe the consultation methods and schedule; and,
 outline how public and stakeholder inputs will be recorded, considered and/or
addressed in the preparation of the EES (DELWP: 2019:5)
EES Consultation Plan: Identifying Stakeholders
The EES Consultation Plan (AGL & APA 2019:12) lists the Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline
Projects identified stakeholders in the project initially as:
Victorian Government
Residents and landowners
Businesses
Freight industry and
transport operators
Utilities providers
Industry associations and
peak bodies

Commonwealth
Government
Approvers/government
departments
Community and
environment interest
groups
CALD and hard to reach
audiences
Recreational/seasonal
visitors
Sporting groups

Local Government
Regulatory agencies
Media
Community and education
providers and user groups
(including young people)
Aboriginal and cultural
heritage

As an analyst interested in the question, "What stake do these parties have in the
project?", it is clear that a greater level of analysis and detail is required to identify parties
with a specific, identifiable standpoint on the project. For instance, particular agencies
and teams within the Victorian Government, such as those within the environment
protection space and those within the pipeline authority would have different
standpoints or "stakes" in the project. Therefore, this generalised level of macro analysis
is insufficient for the purposes of generating an adequate stakeholder analysis.
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Stakeholder Analysis in the EES
Subsequently in the proponent's Environment Effects Statement Chapter 26 Stakeholder
Engagement (AGL & APA 2020z:5), the project stakeholder are characterised in Fig 26.3.
Fig 26.3 Overview of Stakeholders

The Victorian Minister for Planning's scoping requirements for the EES with regard to the
stakeholder Consultation Plan requires the consultation plan will not only "identify
stakeholders" but also "characterise public and stakeholders' interests, concerns
[hereafter described as their "standpoint"] and consultation needs . . . " (DELWP 2018:5).
However, the stakeholder analysis provided above remains at a macro level of social
analysis and insufficiently fine-tuned to "characterise stakeholder interests", that is, to
both clearly identify specific social groups and identify their standpoint on the issue at
hand.
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To provide the necessary insight into stakeholder identities and standpoints, the
background research for the EES requires more comprehensive data collection and a
deeper level of analysis. This would provide the necessary detail to identify all interested
and affected parties and their standpoint on the project. For example, the standpoint of a
regular group of walkers on the Warringine Park Bittern Coastal Wetlands Walk regarding
the Gas Jetty Proposal to the introduction of heavy industry into the coastal wetland and
foreshore environment through the emplacement of the massive Floating (Gas) Storage
and Regasification Unit (FSRU) in the jetty precinct may well differ from a group of
walkers at Fred Smith Reserve in Hastings.
The necessity of finer grained level of analysis to inform Social Impact Assessment is
emphasised by Rowan (2009) in her description of social receptors,
"Receptor is common terminology used in ESIAa [Environmental Social Impact
Assessments] . . . commonly used to describe whom or what is affected . . . social
receptors are individuals, sociocultural groups and community organisations or
entities. They may be service users or employees, community residents, a specific
neighbourhood or visitors" (Rowan 2009: 186 - 187).
Rowan cautions against using general categories, for example, "community" as an
identifier,
" . . . the community’ is unlikely to be the social receptor for an impact and that a
more exacting definition should be identified: for instance, construction workers,
residents living in the LAI, dogwalkers using a green space, property owners who are
eligible for compensation, etc." (ibid: 187).
As is outlined in further detail below, a lack of specificity and rigor toward identifying those
who may be affected or interested in the project and the failure to characterise their
standpoints is a major shortfall of the Social Impact Analysis component of this EES. This
weakness leads to serious errors in the subsequent social analysis and results in spurious
conclusions. To a large extent, these errors and shortfalls result from a poor choice of
methods to engage stakeholders.
Stakeholder Engagement
While the EES Stakeholder Engagement Chapter 26 acknowledges that identifying
stakeholders is "critical" (AGL & APA 2020Z: 5), the poor choice of social research methods
regarding stakeholder engagement, data collection and data analysis adopted within the
Social Impact Study that is used to inform the EES casts significant doubt on the veracity of
the conclusions that underpin key claims made regarding environmental and social risks.
The lack of sufficient clarity of definition of stakeholder groups affected by and interested
in the Gas Jetty Proposal has significantly limited the scope of data available for a rigorous
analysis of whom and what is at stake regarding the proposal. The research methods
adopted and utilised for stakeholder engagement constrained the depth of engagement
and the ability to collect the data necessary to define stakeholder standpoints regarding
the Gas Jetty Project.
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The Stakeholder Engagement chapter reports on engagement with respect to the macro
and second level groupings of the inner and near inner circle in Fig 26.3. In the macro
category of Recreational and Seasonal Visitors the proponent consulted one-to-one with
just two organisations within the sub-category of "Marine recreational users", VRFish and
the Future Fish Foundation. The standpoint of these stakeholders is unreported.
Within the the macro category "Aboriginal cultural heritage", the proponent consulted
with the sub-category groups one-to-one and engagement was extensive. Within the subcategories defined by a particular Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander organisations (n =
4), the proponent consulted one-to-one between one and eighteen times. The standpoint
of these Aboriginal organisations regarding the gas Jetty Project is unreported.
The proponent met with agencies of the Commonwealth and State Government, Local
Government (18 briefings), Regulators and Businesses/Industry (two business forums with
ten participants) and with the Technical Reference Group (TRG). The total number of
agency and TRG meetings and the standpoint of these particular stakeholder group
regarding the Gas Jetty Project is unreported.
The proponent engaged with the stakeholder sub-categories of Outdoor recreational users,
Community facilities, Local Interest Groups, Environmental interest Groups, Community
Groups and the wider community through one-way e-news messaging, letterbox drops,
facts sheets and publications to specific individuals and previously identified stakeholder
groups. The proponent engaged the wider community one-way through website
announcements and newspaper advertising regarding the Gas Jetty Project. The proponent
also provided the opportunity for limited two-way engagement with individuals in the
wider community by inviting participation in a survey - with data categories predetermined
by the proponent (March 2019: 69 respondents), through an online discussion forum (53
participants, 170 comments) and an interactive feedback map (20 posts). The proponent
collected and reported data gathered online regarding individual standpoints on the Gas
Jetty Proposal (AGL & APA 2020V).
One-way engagement outlined enabled communication by the proponent of their
concerns to previously identified individuals and stakeholder groups. However, other than
online, the only opportunities provided by the proponent for the engagement of local
stakeholders affected and/or interested in the Gas Jetty Project to engage and
communicate their concerns from the sub-categories of Outdoor recreational users,
Community facilities, Local Interest Groups, Environmental interest Groups, Community
Groups and the wider community were at a community drop-in session.
Two community drop-in sessions were held at Hastings and Crib Point in February/March
2019 (n = 80; AGL & APA 2020V: 7) and August 2019 (n ~ 80; AGL & APA 2020V: 12)
advertised through the one-way channels described above. The proponent collected,
interpreted and selectively reported data regarding individual stakeholder responses from
these sessions (AGL & APA 2020v). The stakeholders whose made responses specifically
about the Gas Jetty Proposal, in terms of stakeholder category, were unidentified other
than under general categories; for example: "locals are concerned . . . ", "participants are
9

concerned . . . ", "communities are concerned . . . " (ibid: 10) or quotes attributed to specific
drop-in sessions again without reference to any specific category of stakeholder previously
identified in the analysis (ibid 16 - 39); for example,
“'I’m concerned about more light . . . I value the existing darkness for the wildlife in Crib
Point.' (Hastings community session, August 2019)" (ibid: 38).

Other than community drop-in sessions, primary face-to-face communication and data
collection from the sub-categories of Outdoor recreational users, Community facilities,
Local Interest Groups, Environmental interest Groups, Community Groups and the wider
community regarding the Gas Jetty Project consisted of:
 4 interviews with Mornington Peninsula Shire, Westernport Yacht Club, VRFish and
the Crib Point Foreshore Committee and one (1) a meeting with a youth group;
 consultations with 5 local landholders.
Again, the concerns and issues of these stakeholders remain unreported.
What could be thought of as significant stakeholder groups who potentially have an
interest or who are potentially affected by the Gas Jetty Project, but with no reported
Involvement in the stakeholder engagement processes investigating the possible social
impact of the proposal. amongst many others, include:
 tourist charter boat businesses operating out of Hastings in Western Port to French
Island and Phillip Island;
 groups of regular recreational anglers utilising what are identified as the "premium
fishing grounds in the immediate surrounds" of the Crib Point Jetty site (AGL & APA
2020(m): 56);
 organisations such as the Dolphin Research Institute.
Lack of Rigour re Stakeholder Engagement, Data Collection and Analysis
The social research and stakeholder engagement methods described above lack sufficient
rigour to enable effective qualitative data collection to understand, record and document
stakeholder perspectives on the Gas Jetty Proposal. The inability of the proponent to
name and identify stakeholder groups accurately at a more fine-grained level of analysis,
particularly those from the sub-categories of Outdoor recreational users, Community
facilities, Local Interest Groups, Environmental interest Groups, Community Groups and
the wider community, and articulate with any clarity their standpoint on the Gas Jetty
Proposal was due to the following:
 a major proportion of the proponent's engagement with stakeholders was one-way
restricting the opportunity for stakeholder voices to be heard;
 the proponent engaged directly with stakeholders rather than through an
independent third party, such that this choice of methods resulted in an insufficient
level of trust between the social researcher and the participant to elicit the
required depth and clarity of response and primary data to identify explicit
stakeholder standpoints on the Gas Jetty Proposal;
 the proponent devoted insufficient resources to facilitate and enable the
painstaking social research design considerations and data collection effort
required to specifically identify individual stakeholders and stakeholder groups
affected and/or interested, and to engage them in the necessary depth of interview
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or focus group discussion to elicit and document the primary data revealing their
particular standpoints regarding the proposal.
Furthermore, the EES fails to both specifically identify other stakeholder groups included in
the sub-categories identified in Fig 26.3 and to record and characterise their interests. For
these reasons, in this particular respect, the EES fails to meet the scoping requirements of
the Minister to
 identify stakeholders;
 characterise public and stakeholders’ interests, concerns and consultation needs
and their potential to provide local knowledge and inputs.
As will become apparent in further review of the Social Impact Assessment below,
imprecise methods of stakeholder-group analysis and the inability to identify specify
stakeholder groups and their standpoints means that it is impossible to develop an
accurate representation of the stakeholder system (Genat 2009: 105) concerning the Gas
Jetty Proposal. A credible representation of the human stakeholder system and their
standpoints, the social arena and social worlds of stakeholders (Clarke 2005:118; Clarke,
Friese and Washburn 2015; Fosket 2015: 205), enables the clear comprehension of the
human system, provides a and further detailed situational analysis of relationships,
ecoservices and the environment, the larger and inseparable non-human world with which
we co-exist. Due to a lack of a systems approach, the proponent's EES does not address
Ministerial Guidelines requiring a systems approach to the assessment of specific
environmental effects (DSE 2006: 3).
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Social Impact Assessment
In this section, I shall briefly:
 outline the typical steps and requirements of a Social Impact Assessment as
elucidated in the international academic and professional literature;
 examine the design and underlying assumptions of the research approach of the
Social Impact Assessment that informed the EES;
 examine the effects of framing and limiting the inquiry informing the Social Impact
Assessment to the "residual" risks as determined by the Environmental Risk
Assessment (AGL & APA 2020(iii));
 examine the rigour of the methods, the validity of the results, the depth of the
analysis and the credibility/reliability of the findings of the inquiry underpinning the
Social Impact Analysis;
 summarise my analysis of the SIA including some of the shortfalls, omissions and
errors and some commentary regarding how the origins of these shortfalls in the
preparation of the EES.
Typical Steps of Social Impact Assessment
According to Esteves, Franks and Vanclay (2012), essentially Social Impact Assessment
involves crafting processes to facilitate community discussions about desired futures, the
acceptability of the likely impacts and proposed benefits of of development proposals.
Typically, the steps involved in the process of a Social Impact Assessment are:
1. Profiling the communities likely to be affected by the policy, programme, plan or
project by collecting baseline data and undertaking a thorough stakeholder analysis
to understand the differing concerns and interests.
Of particular note, in this step, according to the academic and professional literature,
is:
 analysing community structures and processes (dynamics) and identifying
who are the interested and affected stakeholders ("social receptors") in
terms of the spatial scope of the proposed project's areas of influence (AOI):
"Social receptors are individuals, sociocultural groups and community
organisations or entities. They may be service users or employees,
community residents, a specific neighbourhood or visitors . . . identification
of social receptors and community resources is essential during baseline
data collection because it helps sociologists identify more precisely who or
what is affected. Stating more clearly the community group that is affected
helps in the attribution of significance." (Rowan 2009: 187)
 identifying likely social impact affects on stakeholders,
"the core of SIA is about how people are affected by projects." (Rowan
2009:189).
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2. Developing a stakeholder engagement plan and register of stakeholders to enable
deliberative participatory processes to both facilitate stakeholder input and
determine the acceptability of likely impacts and proposed benefits of the
proponent's proposal.
At this step, the academic and professional literature suggests:
 identifying strategies to enable and facilitate the free participation of the
interested and affected stakeholders.
3. Scoping likely impacts of the proposal in light of previous experience, population
trends and community structures in the context of previous development within the
community, their likelihood and magnitude, and evaluating potential stakeholder
responses in light of their perceptions of potential impacts, benefits and risks.
According to the academic and professional literature, at this step prior engagement
with stakeholders enables the determination of both the likelihood of a social impact
and its magnitude:
"Assessment and evaluation of predicted impacts incorporating an analysis
of impact likelihood and magnitude is conducted. Information gathered
during community consultation is integral in this stage of the assessment."
(Becker and Vanclay 2003:96)
4. Developing a mitigation plan and social impact management program including the
facilitation of an agreement- making process between stakeholders and the
proponent and an impact and benefit agreement.
Of particular note, is that on the basis of prior stakeholder consultation, community
suggestions for mitigation are included:
"Community identified mitigation options and enhancement of
opportunities arising from development impacts are assessed in terms of
their appropriateness, equity, viability, and likelihood of community
support and acceptability." (Becker and Vanclay 2003:96)
The Design of the Gas Import Jetty Social Impact Assessment
The design and underlying assumptions of the research approach of the Social Impact
Assessment that informed the EES did not align with typical steps involved in the process
of a Social Impact Assessment. Rather than undertaking a rigorous stakeholder analysis and
developing a stakeholder engagement plan for the purpose of understanding the differing
concerns, interests, potential effects and impacts across the community (or stakeholder
system), the design of the study underpinning the Social Impact Assessment for the EES in
the scoping stage was limited to focusing on a set of risks identified through a prior
Environmental Risk Assessment (AGL & APA 2020(iii)).
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According to the researcher conducting the Social Impact Assessment (SIA), all potential
social impacts of the Import Gas Jetty Proposal had already been identified in the prior
Environmental Risk Assessment,
"Prior to commencement of the SIA, a risk assessment process was undertaken by
AECOM, the lead author of the EES. With the agreement of DELWP, a standalone
social impact risk assessment was not undertaken. This course was suggested and
agreed as changes with potential to generate social impacts (some of which were
assessed and quantified by other specialists, such as construction noise) were deemed
to be planned changes for the purpose of the SIA. That is, the likelihood that these
changes would occur was assumed to be certain in the SIA, making the risk
assessment process unnecessary. The [environmental] risk assessment identified
potential physical changes associated with the Project, which have potential to
generate social impacts." (AGL & APA 2020m: 18).
Here, the researcher is suggesting that the specialist technical group who identified the
residual risks in the Environmental Risk Assessment had identified all perceived risks
generated by the project whereas a typical social impact assessment study incorporates
research designs and data collection methods that systematically capture this data from
those affected and those interested in the development proposal. Paradoxically, prior to
making the above statement on the same page, the social impact researcher describes
social impact assessment as a social research process:
"Social impact assessment (SIA) is a social research process to identify the potential
social effects of planned interventions such as infrastructure developments and assess
the likely impact of these effects for individuals and social groups" (ibid).
A possible explanation for the apparent priority given to Environmental Risk Assessment
over a typical Social Impact Assessment study, is provided in the way the EES Scoping
requirements for the project are interpreted to state the purpose of the Environmental
Risk Assessment. On page one of the Environmental Risk Report, the document claims that
the Minister required that a risk-based approach be adopted for assessing potential
impacts,
"1.1 Purpose:
The EES scoping requirement for the Project require that a risk-based approach was
adopted for assessing potential impacts of the Project." (AGL & APA 2020(iii): 1).
However, in the Scoping requirements for the Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
Environment Effects Statement, on page one, it states:
"The purpose of the EES is to provide a sufficiently detailed description of the
proposed project, assess its potential effects on the environment and assess alternative
project layouts, designs and approaches to avoid and mitigate effects." (DELWP
2018: 1)
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Prior to any mention of a risk-based approach, the Minister's scoping requirement specifies:
"The proponent is responsible for informing and engaging the public and stakeholders
to identify and respond to their issues in conjunction with the EES studies." (DELWP
2018: 5)
The Scoping requirements specifically suggests a risk-based approach be adopted for the
assessment of specific environmental effects (DELWP 2018: 12).
The actual methods of the Environmental Risk Assessment could be examined in more
detail further below, but suffice it to say that this decision regarding the design of the
Social Impact Assessment for the Gas Import Jetty Environmental Effects Statement
excluded not only targeted and rigorous research regarding stakeholder perceptions of
potential impacts and risks but also the crucial need to undertake a thorough stakeholder
analysis. This scoping decision for the EES Social Impact assessment confined the study to a
set of risks identified anonymously by a set of subject matter specialists and
representatives of AGL and APA, including design engineers, with additional technical input
provided as required from other specialists (AGL & APA 2020(iii):5). These design decisions
had a significant detrimental impact on the methods, results, analysis and findings of the
Social Impact Assessment.
The Methods of the Gas Import Jetty Social Impact Assessment
In this section, I provide some dot point observations regarding the data collection,
analysis, results (or findings) and conclusions drawn in the social research process
underpinning the social impact assessment of the Gas Jetty Proposal.
Data Collection
 mostly utilised secondary data sources (ABS Statistics; EES Technical Studies);
 two site visits undertaken to the Gas Import Jetty Site;
 attendance at four community drop-in sessions;
 three interviews with near neighbour landholders;
 four meetings with stakeholder groups:( Mornington Peninsula Shire,
Westernport Yacht Club, VRFish, Crib Point Committee of Management Inc.);
 primary data generated through the stakeholder engagement process conducted
by APA and AGL without linkage to identified stakeholder groups;
 range of potential effects and social impacts not representative due to
inadequate sampling techniques resulting in an inadequate data set.
Conclusion:
Insufficient scope and rigor of data collection with reference to EES Scoping
requirements.
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Data Analysis
 insufficient primary data available for social analysis eg: identification of specific
stakeholder groups affected and interested and their standpoint on the proposal.
Conclusion:
Inadequate as a basis for any of the findings reported in the EES documents.
Results


reported results limited by lack of primary data, suppositions unfounded in
evidence and the researchers own subjective bias:
Examples:
"Disruptions . . . are minimised by the absence of residential dwellings in
close proximity to the works and the "Industrial visual character of Crib
Point." (AGL & APA 2020(m): 5)
There is no attribution for the above statement and no evidence offered. It is
a subjective view of the author and contradicted by the author in the same
report:
"The township is largely residential in character with small dispersed pockets
of local commercial, educational, community and recreational facilities . . . the
area’s unassuming atmosphere . . . are highly valued by residents" (AGL &
APA 2020(m): 27)





reported results contain suppositions unfounded on evidence:
"Notwithstanding, the changes may have implications for the residents of
a small number of dwellings as well as several existing social and
recreational activities. In the majority of cases, affected social and
recreational activities (such as recreational boating) would be able to
continue in their current form and/or participants have the option of
undertaking their activities in other locations, with little
inconvenience." (my emphases in bold - AGL & APA 2020(m): 55)

reported results contain suppositions and attributions unfounded on evidence:

"Table 8-3: Operation impacts, amenity and safety - Gas Import Jetty
Receptor: Boating Participants (general);
Potential impacts: Access to recreational boating facilities would not be
affected by the Project . . . any disruptions to existing boating activity would
result from changes to amenity only;
Magnitude: Slight Change; >10 years; Parties across wider area;
Importance: Somewhat acceptable; Receptors have the capacity to cope."
There is no evidence to support the assertion receptors have the capacity to cope.
The receptors are not identified. Similar examples are repeated throughout the
results section.
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Conclusions
The conclusions made in the Social Impact Assessment are insufficiently supported
by primary data as evidence. For example:
"The Project would alter the acoustic and visual characteristics of Woolleys
Beach and sections of Western Port near the Crib Point Jetty, and this may be
unpopular among those who use these areas for social activities and active
and passive recreation. " (AGL & APA 2020(m): 55)
The questions of social impact concern the perceived effect as experienced by these
users and the impact of this effect not whether it is "popular" or "unpopular".
The Conclusions of the Gas Import Jetty Social Impact Assessment
Due to flaws in the design, methods and implementation of the social research
underpinning the Gas Import Jetty Social Impact Assessment, the findings of the study do
not include the concerns and interests of stakeholders as required by the Minister's
scoping requirements.
According to the International Finance Corporation's Performance Standard 1 on
Environmental and Social Sustainability, the type, scale and location of the project should
guide the scope and level of effort devoted to the risk and impact identification process:
"The type, scale, and location of the project guide the scope and level of effort
devoted to the risks and impacts identification process. The scope of the risks and
impacts identification process will be consistent with good international industry
practice, defined as, "the exercise of professional skill, diligence, prudence, and
foresight that would reasonably be expected from skilled and experienced
professionals engaged in the same type of undertaking under the same or similar
circumstances globally or regionally."
The research underpinning the Gas Import Jetty Social Impact Assessment in its design,
methods and implementation is not valid, reliable or credible and also does not meet the
scope, professionalism or disciplinary standards outlined above by the IFC. As the Social
Impact Assessment is a key component of the scoping requirements for the EES and is the
key technical study underpinning the assertions and claims of the overall EES, the EES lacks
validity, reliability and credibility.
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The implications of the analytical limitations of the EES
Key issues and questions regarding the veracity of the overall EES arise from the clear
inadequacies outlined above in the examination of the research methods underpinning:
o stakeholder engagement;
o the Environmental Risk Assessment;
o the Social Impact Assessment.
Other areas of study with questionable validity, reliability and credibility regarding the
technical studies underpinning the Gas Import Jetty Environmental Effects Statement
include:
 the inappropriate narrow technical approach to landscape and visual impact
assessment and the lack of social research with actual human beings in the
landscape regarding visual and landscape effects and impacts:
"This landscape and visual impact assessment is limited by a number of
assumptions that were required to be made at the outset of the assessment due
to narrow Project scope and timeframe.
4.3.1 Limitations
 Impact assessment of the FSRU and Crib Point Jetty Upgrade are based
on the FSRU 3D ship model that was supplied by AGL.
4.3.2 Assumptions
 Community consultation input into the assessment process is not part of
the assessment's scope." (AGL & APA 2020(I): 41)




how the narrow technical approach of the research ignored the meanings brought
by both affected and interested stakeholders to the effects of the Gas Import Jetty
proposal, their significance and the associated impacts;
how the tone of presentation of the technical studies and, on that basis, the EES
Summary, Main Report and Chapters are overly authoritative: they lack sufficient
and appropriate recognition of the limitations associated with the underlying
research; and, they represent only a partial view of the context.
Illustrations:
o omissions re visual impacts e.g.: views from Hastings Marina and Fred
Smith Park at Hastings; views along the Bittern Wetlands Boardwalk other
than the lookout (AGL & APA 2020(I));
o downplaying visual impacts: See:
See: Figure 66 (p118): Wireframe Positioning of the FSRU and LNG
carrier from Viewpoint 7(a), Woolleys Beach North
Facing East (Author: Urban Circus). (AGL & APA 2020(I): 118)

In the Fig 66 photographic representation of the FSRU, its bulk and height
are misrepresented - given the FSRU is 50 metres high and from
this perspective the jetty is about 3m above the water. Given that
assumption of scale, in this photo the FSRU is represented as only as
30m high whereas according to specification it is 50m high.
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Actual photo of docked FSRU with attendant LNG Tanker:

o subjective attributions of value by technical specialists lacking primary
research data from stakeholders: for example, that the existing commercial
use of the Crib Point jetty provides a rational for upscaling to heavy
industrial use (see: AGL & APA 2020(V): 23); and, for example:
"The subject site contains the historically established Crib Point Port and
maritime industrial activities appropriately in accordance with the Port
Zone, Public Use Zone – Schedule 7 and relevant approvals. From many
viewpoints where the proposed site is visible, a view of these structures and
uses already exists and provides sound context for the continued
development of maritime industrial activities such as the Crib Point
Receiving Facility, and the mooring of the FSRU." (AGL & APA 2020(I): 99)
Section Summary: Report lacking the required depth
•
•
•

Insufficient rigor in data collection;
Superficial analysis:
Lack of integrity - validity, reliability, credibility.
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Integrity of the Overall EES: Outstanding Questions
The analysis provided above, raises legitimate questions and uncertainties about the
veracity of the entire Environmental Effects Statement for the Gas Import Jetty offered by
the proponents.
Of particular concern is the introduction of a heavy industry plant into a treasured,
internationally recognised highly sensitive marine and wetland environment and
outstanding questions in the EES regarding:
• the proponent's representation of gas as an energy transition fuel to address the
climate crisis;
• the proponent's representation of the greenhouse gas implications of the proposed
plant with regard to fugitive emissions;
• the proponent's overly authoritative presentation of the set of claims and assertions
within the EES Summary Document, Executive Summary and Chapters without the
necessary acknowledgement of the limitations of the technical studies that support
them.
From the perspective of this writer, the AGL & APA Gas Import Jetty and Pipeline Project
Environment Effects Statement is an unfortunate example of style over substance. Under
any systematic analysis, the document is revealed as more about marketing the proponents'
concept than providing an empirical analysis of effects based on systematic and rigorous
research.

Summary Statement
The EES lacks the required integrity and seriousness required of a major industrial project in
this context and fails to provide sufficient basis to engender trust in the proponent to
adequately manage the Gas Jetty Project and ensure the protection of the fragile,
internationally recognised wetland environment.
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My name is Stephen Ginnivan and I live in the Westernport Bay area. I’ve spent
most of my life here and have grown to appreciate the unique natural beauty and
amazingly varied wildlife. There is no other place like it. I thank the Crib Point
Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to
make a submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty
and gas pipeline project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this
proposal unacceptable under its current form and that I will point to in my
submission but the issue that concerns me most is the impact on our internationally
recognised wetlands and wildlife. The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty
is a popular spot for residents and visitors alike. Access to the reserve and
surrounding areas is likely to be affected by the loss of bush or by disruptions
because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a comparable
reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay
and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive
ship traffic to contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of
increased shipping and toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass
surrounding the Crib Point jetty. Phillip Island is the second most tourismdependent region in all of Australia. People come to see the little penguins and the
migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other incredible marine
and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of huge
gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty
of the area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected
wetland. This could impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination. Wetlands
are among the most biodiverse ecosystems on earth. They combine land and water
which allows them to be home to at least 1350 species including migratory birds like
the critically endangered Orange-Bellied Parrot. Half of the Westernport Bay
wetland is made up of seagrass beds which are a nursery site for prawns and fish.
Westernport Bay is also the most significant site for mangroves in Victoria.
Mangroves stabilise sediment and protect the shoreline from erosion. The shoreline
directly around the Crib Point jetty is an extensive mangrove stand. Wetlands should
be protected as a key habitat for an incredible array of plants and animals rather
than being subject to potentially damaging projects like this gas import terminal
proposed by AGL. If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres
of chlorinated water into the Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on
marine wildlife. There is so much we do not know about how this cold chlorinated
wastewater will affect marine life in Westernport. The impact modelling completed
by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases t
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SODQNWRQDQGILVKHJJVZRXOGEHWKHPRVWLPSDFWHGE\WKLVSURSRVDO/RFDOO\WKH\
ZRXOGEHXQDEOHWRHVFDSHEHLQJSXOOHGLQWRWKHVKLSLQWDNHDQGEHLQJVXEMHFWHGWR
FKORULQHOHYHOVIDUDERYHVDIHOHYHOV7KHLPSDFWLVOLNHO\WREHVLJQLILFDQWZLWKQHDUO\
KDOIDELOOLRQOLWUHVRIZDWHUEHLQJGUDZQLQWRWKHLQWDNHVHDFKGD\7KLVHQRUPRXV
TXDQWLW\RIFROGHUFKORULQDWHGZDWHUZRXOGEHGXPSHGEDFNLQWRWKH%D\DQG
GLVSHUVHZLWKWKHFXUUHQWWKHUHE\IXUWKHUDIIHFWLQJPDULQHZLOGOLIH
7KDQN\RXRQFHDJDLQIRUWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRQWULEXWHWRWKHHQYLURQPHQW
DVVHVVPHQWRIWKH&ULE3RLQWJDVLPSRUWMHWW\DQGJDVSLSHOLQHSURMHFW$VRXWOLQHG
DERYHWKHLPSDFWRQRXULQWHUQDWLRQDOO\UHFRJQLVHGZHWODQGVDQGZLOGOLIHZRXOGEH
XQDFFHSWDEOH7KHUHDUHPDQ\RWKHUYLDEOHDQGPRUHVXLWDEOHRSWLRQV9LFWRULDFDQ
SXUVXHWRHQVXUHWKDWZHPHHWRXUHQHUJ\QHHGVZLWKRXWH[SRVLQJWKHSUHFLRXV
ZHWODQGVRI:HVWHUQSRUW%D\WKHXQLTXHZLOGOLIHZKLFKGHSHQGRQWKLVHFRV\VWHPRU
WKHORFDOFRPPXQLW\WRDQ\KDUP
6LQFHUHO\
6WHSKHQ*LQQLYDQ
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My name is Jacqueline Forster and I live in the Westernport Bay area. We have lived
in Crib Point for 23yrs, the foreshore in Cribby is where our family has always
explored, fished, walked, admired the swans, dolphins, a sanctuary of calm when
needed, unique and beautiful, the bay is a huge part of our lives, family gatherings,
our memories. I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and Advisory Committee and the
Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a submission to the environment
assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline project. There are a
variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its current
form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is
the impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife. 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. 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 do
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My name is Soraya Burrows and I visit Westernport Bay often, freediving and photographing wildlife
and the environment. I have had many up close and personal experiences with the local weedy
seadragons, eagle rays and smooth stingrays (the largest species of sting ray in the world. I have
swum with one gentle majestic ray, with a wingspan measuring as large as a car.

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, shrimp 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.
An example of the potential devastation includes local seadragon populations that I care deeply for.
They will disappear; seadragons are part of the Syngnathidae family, they lack a stomach and must
feed constantly on shrimp and small crustaceans to survive. When I am diving and hear the small
clicking noises of shrimp in the water, I know to keep a lookout for seadragons. If there are no small
organisms, a primary food source, the dragons will cease to exist. If there’s chlorinated water
dumped into the bay, the dragons will die from direct or indirect impact of the toxicity. Countless
species will die.

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,
Soraya Burrows
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1. The proposed FSRU (Floating LNG Storage and Regasification Unit) is apparently
about 290 metres long and its size will constitute an unacceptable domination of the
Crib Point Jetty and environs. 2. I also understand AGL’s EES report contains
misleadingly smaller representations of the FSRU with respect to the Crib Point
Jetty. If so, this is unacceptable conduct, and raises concerns as to AGL’s credibility
as key proponent of this project. 3. I object to AGL’s proposed closure of Woolleys
Beach Foreshore Reserve - apparently this Reserve is to be rezoned for Port-related
Use. This is an unacceptable loss of a valuable community facility, and has not been
adequately disclosed by AGL in its EES report. 4. I understand that water used by
AGL in its regasification process will be introduced to Westernport Bay at a
significantly different temperature to the ambient water temperature. This
represents an unacceptable risk to the wellbeing of the mangrove trees of
Westernport Bay, and to theIr vital environmental functions. These mangrove
forests ought not be placed under threat by the AGL/APA project. 5. I deplore the
Planning Minister’s unwillingness to extend the deadline for submissions to this
project’s EES for a reasonable period beyond the expected conclusion of the COVID
19 Stage 4 restrictions (on September 13). This failure has prejudiced the ability of
many objectors to confer, consult, consider, and prepare their responses to AGL’s
voluminous report, yet AGL was afforded an extensive period to prepare same.
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0\QDPHLV-DQWLQD)RUHFDVWDQG,OLYHLQWKH:HVWHUQSRUW%D\DUHD
,KDYHOLYHGQH[WWR:HVWHUQSRUWED\P\ZKROHOLIHDQGHQMR\HGWKHEHDXWLIXODQGGLYHUVH
ZLOGOLIHDQGIORUD,WLVWKHSODFH,KDYHFKRVHQWRUDLVHP\FKLOGUHQ
,WKDQNWKH&ULE3RLQW,QTXLU\DQG$GYLVRU\&RPPLWWHHDQGWKH0LQLVWHUIRU3ODQQLQJIRUWKH
RSSRUWXQLW\WRPDNHDVXEPLVVLRQWRWKHHQYLURQPHQWDVVHVVPHQWRIWKH&ULE3RLQWJDVLPSRUW
MHWW\DQGJDVSLSHOLQHSURMHFW7KHUHDUHDYDULHW\RILVVXHVZKLFKVKRXOGGHHPWKLVSURSRVDO
XQDFFHSWDEOHXQGHULWVFXUUHQWIRUPDQGWKDW,ZLOOSRLQWWRLQP\VXEPLVVLRQEXWWKHLVVXH
WKDWFRQFHUQVPHPRVWLVWKHLPSDFWRQRXULQWHUQDWLRQDOO\UHFRJQLVHGZHWODQGVDQGZLOGOLIH
$QHZIRVVLOIXHOSURMHFWOLNHWKHJDVLPSRUWWHUPLQDOZKLFK$*/LVSURSRVLQJZRXOG
LQWURGXFHQHZULVNVWRWKHORFDOFRPPXQLW\DQGYLVLWRUVWRWKHDUHD7KHVHULVNVLQFOXGH
H[SRVLQJSHRSOHWRWR[LFK\GURFDUERQVZKLFKPD\OHDNIURPWKHIDFLOLW\DQGLQFUHDVHGULVNRI
DFFLGHQWDOILUHDQGH[SORVLRQDVQRWHGLQ((67HFKQLFDO5HSRUW.7KHQHDUHVWKRPHVWRWKH
LPSRUWIDFLOLW\DUHDERXWNPVDZD\,P\VHOIOLYLQJRQO\NPVDZD\DQG:RROH\V%HDFKLV
DOVRFORVHWRWKHVLWH$*/KDYHFRPSOHWHGRQO\SUHOLPLQDU\TXDQWLWDWLYHULVNDVVHVVPHQWVRQ
WKHVHULVNVDQGKDYHGHHPHGWKHULVNDFFHSWDEOHRQWKDWEDVLV,WLVQRWDFFHSWDEOHWRSUHVHQW
SUHOLPLQDU\VWXGLHVDQGWKH((6VKRXOGQRWFRQWLQXHXQWLOZHKDYHDQLQGHSHQGHQWH[SHUWWR
SURYLGHILQDOULVNDVVHVVPHQWV
3KLOOLS,VODQGLVWKHVHFRQGPRVWWRXULVPGHSHQGHQWUHJLRQLQDOORI$XVWUDOLD3HRSOHFRPH
WRVHHWKHOLWWOHSHQJXLQVDQGWKHPLJUDWLQJ+XPSEDFNDQG6RXWKHUQ5LJKWZKDOHVDVZHOODV
RWKHULQFUHGLEOHPDULQHDQGZHWODQGZLOGOLIH7KHLQGXVWULDOLVDWLRQRI:HVWHUQSRUW%D\LQWKH
IRUPRIKXJHJDVWDQNHUVDQGD)ORDWLQJ6WRUDJHDQG5HJDVLILFDWLRQ8QLWZLOOXQGHUPLQHWKH
EHDXW\RIWKHDUHDDQGEHLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHSHUFHSWLRQWKDWLWLVDSULVWLQHDQGSURWHFWHG
ZHWODQG7KLVFRXOGLPSDFW3KLOOLS,VODQGDVDSRSXODUWRXULVWGHVWLQDWLRQ
$XVWUDOLDKDVFRPPLWWHGWRSURPRWHWKHFRQVHUYDWLRQDQGZLVHXVHRIZHWODQGVDVDVLJQDWRU\
RIWKH5DPVDU&RQYHQWLRQRQ:HWODQGVRI,QWHUQDWLRQDO,PSRUWDQFH7KLVLVXQGHUVWRRGDV
WKHPDLQWHQDQFHRIWKHLUHFRORJLFDOFKDUDFWHUDQGSUHYHQWLQJWKHLUGHJUDGDWLRQ,WLV
LQDSSURSULDWHWREXLOGDQGRSHUDWHDJDVLPSRUWWHUPLQDOLQWKHPLGGOHRIRQHRIWKHPRVW
SUHFLRXVHQYLURQPHQWVLQ9LFWRULDDQGDQLQWHUQDWLRQDOO\VLJQLILFDQWZHWODQG
,IWKHSURMHFWLVDSSURYHG$*/FRXOGGXPSXSWRPLOOLRQOLWUHVRIFKORULQDWHGZDWHULQWR
WKH%D\HDFKGD\ZKLFKFRXOGKDYHDGLVDVWURXVLPSDFWRQPDULQHZLOGOLIH7KHUHLVVRPXFK
ZHGRQRWNQRZDERXWKRZWKLVFROGFKORULQDWHGZDVWHZDWHUZLOODIIHFWPDULQHOLIHLQ
:HVWHUQSRUW7KHLPSDFWPRGHOOLQJFRPSOHWHGE\$*/LVQRWFRPSUHKHQVLYHDQGLQVRPH
FDVHVWRWDOO\LQDSSURSULDWH)XUWKHUPRUHFXUUHQW9LFWRULDQODZVSURKLELWWKHGLVFKDUJHRI
ZDVWHZDWHULQKLJKFRQVHUYDWLRQYDOXHDUHDVOLNH:HVWHUQSRUW%D\FODXVHRIWKH6WDWH
(QYLURQPHQW3URWHFWLRQ3ROLF\ :DWHUV $*/KDVVRIDUEHHQXQVXFFHVVIXOLQWKHLUDWWHPSWV
WRZHDNHQWKHVHODZV&RPELQLQJWKHSRRULPSDFWDVVHVVPHQWVDQGWKHIDFWWKDWWKHSODQ
FXUUHQWO\GRHVQRWPHHWWKHOHJDOUHTXLUHPHQWVWKLVSURSRVDOVKRXOGQRWFRQWLQXH
:HWODQGVFRQWDLQDGLVSURSRUWLRQDWHDPRXQWRIWKHVRLOFDUERQRQRXUSODQHW:HWODQGVDUH
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUVWRULQJEHWZHHQDQGSHUFHQWRIJOREDOVRLOFDUERQGHVSLWHRFFXS\LQJ
RQO\DURXQGDQGSHUFHQWRIWKHVXUIDFHRIWKH(DUWK3URWHFWLQJZHWODQGVVXFKDV
:HVWHUQSRUW%D\5DPVDUVLWHVKRXOGEHDSULRULW\WRSUHYHQWWKHUHOHDVHRIYDVWTXDQWLWLHVRI
FDUERQSROOXWLRQWRWKHDWPRVSKHUH7KLVLVSDUWLFXODUO\LPSRUWDQWDVDGHIHQVHDJDLQVWWKH
LPSDFWVRIFOLPDWHFKDQJH

,WLVFRQFHUQLQJWRVHHWKHODFNRIFUHGLEOHDVVHVVPHQWVRQKRZQRLVHZRXOGDIIHFWPDULQH
ZLOGOLIH$*/DFNQRZOHGJHLQWKHLU((6WKDWWKHUHKDYHEHHQQREDVHOLQHVWXGLHVRIWKHQRLVH
LQ:HVWHUQSRUW%D\7KH\KDYHDOVRQRWWHVWHGWKHLPSDFWRIQRLVHLQ:HVWHUQSRUW%D\LWVHOI
QRUWKHQRLVHSURGXFHGE\DEHUWKHG)658(YHQZLWKWKHVHLQDGHTXDWHVWXGLHVWKH((6
VWDWHVWKDWXQGHUZDWHUVRXQGZRXOGHOLFLWEHKDYLRXUDOFKDQJHVLQGROSKLQVDQGPDVNWKH
FRPPXQLFDWLRQRIZKDOHVLQWKHDUHD7KHQRLVHZRXOGDOVRGHWHUILVKDQGRWKHUPDULQH
DQLPDOVIURPIRUDJLQJQHDUE\ZKLFKZRXOGDIIHFWWKHLPSRUWDQWHFRV\VWHPDURXQG&ULE
3RLQW
7KDQN\RXRQFHDJDLQIRUWKHRSSRUWXQLW\WRFRQWULEXWHWRWKHHQYLURQPHQWDVVHVVPHQWRIWKH
&ULE3RLQWJDVLPSRUWMHWW\DQGJDVSLSHOLQHSURMHFW$VRXWOLQHGDERYHWKHLPSDFWRQRXU
LQWHUQDWLRQDOO\UHFRJQLVHGZHWODQGVDQGZLOGOLIHZRXOGEHXQDFFHSWDEOH7KHUHDUHPDQ\
RWKHUYLDEOHDQGPRUHVXLWDEOHRSWLRQV9LFWRULDFDQSXUVXHWRHQVXUHWKDWZHPHHWRXU
HQHUJ\QHHGVZLWKRXWH[SRVLQJWKHSUHFLRXVZHWODQGVRI:HVWHUQSRUW%D\WKHXQLTXHZLOGOLIH
ZKLFKGHSHQGRQWKLVHFRV\VWHPRUWKHORFDOFRPPXQLW\WRDQ\KDUP
6LQFHUHO\
-DQWLQD)RUHFDVW
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Westernport’s shallow waters are beautiful, unique and teeming with life. We are privileged to
share our bay with an amazing array of marine wildlife - and we owe it to our community and to
future generations to do all we can to protect and preserve it.
I strongly oppose the proposed AGL / APA gas jetty and pipeline works at Crib Point for the
reasons outlined below - and I urge the IAC, the Minister for Planning and the Victorian
Government not to approve it.
I thank the Crib Point Inquiry and IAC and the Minister for Planning for the opportunity to make a
submission to the environment assessment of the Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline
project. There are a variety of issues which should deem this proposal unacceptable under its
current form and that I will point to in my submission but the issue that concerns me most is the
impact on our internationally recognised wetlands and wildlife.
The beach and reserve area around Crib Point jetty is a popular spot for residents and visitors
alike. Access to the reserve and surrounding areas is likely to be aﬀected by the loss of bush or
by disruptions because of maintenance or high noise. The EES notes that there is not a
comparable reserve area nearby. The increased number of ships coming into Westernport Bay
and the strict exclusion zones will mean boaters or sailors will have more disruptive ship traﬃc to
contend with. Fishers will enjoy less catch as a result of the impact of increased shipping and
toxic chlorination of the important nursery seagrass surrounding the Crib Point jetty.
Phillip Island is the second most tourism-dependent region in all of Australia. People come to see
the little penguins and the migrating Humpback and Southern Right whales as well as other
incredible marine and wetland wildlife. The industrialisation of Westernport Bay in the form of
huge gas tankers and a Floating Storage and Regasification Unit will undermine the beauty of the
area and be inconsistent with the perception that it is a pristine and protected wetland. This could
impact Phillip Island as a popular tourist destination.
Australia has committed to promote the conservation and wise use of wetlands as a signatory of
the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance. This is understood as the
maintenance of their ecological character and preventing their degradation. It is inappropriate to
build and operate a gas import terminal in the middle of one of the most precious environments in
Victoria and an internationally significant wetland.
If the project is approved AGL could dump up to 468 million litres of chlorinated water into the
Bay each day which could have a disastrous impact on marine wildlife. There is so much we do
not know about how this cold chlorinated wastewater will aﬀect marine life in Westernport. The
impact modelling completed by AGL is not comprehensive and in some cases totally
inappropriate. Furthermore, current Victorian laws prohibit the discharge of wastewater in high
conservation value areas like Westernport Bay - clause 22 of the State Environment Protection
Policy (Waters). AGL has so far been unsuccessful in their attempts to weaken these laws.
Combining the poor impact assessments and the fact that the plan currently does not meet the
legal requirements this proposal should not continue.
Millions of Australians consider climate change not to be a threat in the distant future but a
dangerous reality we face right now. We are on track for several degrees Celsius of warming by
the end of the century if we do not curb our emissions from fossil fuels. The plummeting costs of
renewables and energy storage has rendered fossil fuel projects not only a threat to our
environment but also bad business. Corporations like AGL should be investing more in
renewables and supporting consumers to move away from gas instead of investing in soon-to-be
stranded assets. This proposal to build a gas import terminal is not consistent with what we need
to do to create a safe climate.
Small marine organisms which make up the foundations of the ecosystem - like plankton and fish
eggs - would be the most impacted by this proposal. Locally they would be unable to escape
being pulled into the ship intake and being subjected to chlorine levels far above safe levels. The
impact is likely to be significant with nearly half a billion litres of water being drawn into the
intakes each day. This enormous quantity of colder chlorinated water would be dumped back into
the Bay and disperse with the current thereby further aﬀecting marine wildlife.

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

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

Rick Coleman

Organisation:
Address of affected property:

Attachment 1:

Rick_AGL_Submis

Attachment 2:
Attachment 3:
Submission:

As attached

3303

0\QDPHLV5LFN&ROHPDQDQG,FDUHDERXWWKHHQYLURQPHQWLQ:HVWHUQSRUW%D\
7KH((6SURFHVVKDVEHHQWRWDOO\DQGXQIDLUO\GHUDLOHGE\WKH&RYLGUHVWULFWLRQV7KH
((6VKRXOGQRWKDYHEHHQDOORZHGWREHGLVSOD\HGXQWLOWKHUHVWULFWLRQVZHUHHDVHGWRDOORZ
IRUPHDQLQJIXOGLVFXVVLRQDQGLQSXW
,WKDQNWKH&ULE3RLQW,QTXLU\DQG$GYLVRU\&RPPLWWHHDQGWKH0LQLVWHUIRU3ODQQLQJIRUWKH
RSSRUWXQLW\WRPDNHDVXEPLVVLRQWRWKHHQYLURQPHQWDVVHVVPHQWRIWKH&ULE3RLQWJDVLPSRUW
MHWW\DQGJDVSLSHOLQHSURMHFW7KHUHDUHDYDULHW\RILVVXHVZKLFKVKRXOGGHHPWKLVSURSRVDO
XQDFFHSWDEOHXQGHULWVFXUUHQWIRUPDQGWKDW,ZLOOSRLQWWRLQP\VXEPLVVLRQEXWWKHLVVXH
WKDWFRQFHUQVPHPRVWLVWKHLPSDFWRQRXULQWHUQDWLRQDOO\UHFRJQLVHGZHWODQGVDQGZLOGOLIH
7KHEHDFKDQGUHVHUYHDUHDDURXQG&ULE3RLQWMHWW\LVDSRSXODUVSRWIRUUHVLGHQWVDQGYLVLWRUV
DOLNH$FFHVVWRWKHUHVHUYHDQGVXUURXQGLQJDUHDVLVOLNHO\WREHDIIHFWHGE\WKHORVVRIEXVK
RUE\GLVUXSWLRQVEHFDXVHRIPDLQWHQDQFHRUKLJKQRLVH7KH((6QRWHVWKDWWKHUHLVQRWD
FRPSDUDEOHUHVHUYHDUHDQHDUE\7KHLQFUHDVHGQXPEHURIVKLSVFRPLQJLQWR:HVWHUQSRUW%D\
DQGWKHVWULFWH[FOXVLRQ]RQHVZLOOPHDQERDWHUVRUVDLORUVZLOOKDYHPRUHGLVUXSWLYHVKLS
WUDIILFWRFRQWHQGZLWK)LVKHUVZLOOHQMR\OHVVFDWFKDVDUHVXOWRIWKHLPSDFWRILQFUHDVHG
VKLSSLQJDQGWR[LFFKORULQDWLRQRIWKHLPSRUWDQWQXUVHU\VHDJUDVVVXUURXQGLQJWKH&ULE3RLQW
MHWW\
3KLOOLS,VODQGLVWKHVHFRQGPRVWWRXULVPGHSHQGHQWUHJLRQLQDOORI$XVWUDOLD3HRSOHFRPHWR
VHHWKHOLWWOHSHQJXLQVDQGWKHPLJUDWLQJ+XPSEDFNDQG6RXWKHUQ5LJKWZKDOHVDVZHOODV
RWKHULQFUHGLEOHPDULQHDQGZHWODQGZLOGOLIH7KHLQGXVWULDOLVDWLRQRI:HVWHUQSRUW%D\LQWKH
IRUPRIKXJHJDVWDQNHUVDQGD)ORDWLQJ6WRUDJHDQG5HJDVLILFDWLRQ8QLWZLOOXQGHUPLQHWKH
EHDXW\RIWKHDUHDDQGEHLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHSHUFHSWLRQWKDWLWLVDSULVWLQHDQGSURWHFWHG
ZHWODQG7KLVFRXOGLPSDFW3KLOOLS,VODQGDVDSRSXODUWRXULVWGHVWLQDWLRQ
:HWODQGVDUHDPRQJWKHPRVWELRGLYHUVHHFRV\VWHPVRQHDUWK7KH\FRPELQHODQGDQGZDWHU
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1.

2.

3.

4.

Following the Public Exhibition by DELWP of the Project EES in accordance with
the Amended procedures and requirements under section 8B(5) of the
Environment Effects Act 1978 authorised by the Minister for Planning, please find
below and attached my submission for the consideration of the Crib Point
Inquiry and Advisory Committee Panel Members, the Minister for Planning and
EPA Victoria.
Overall, whilst certain sections of the EES are underpinned by good descriptions
of the project or sound technical assessments (generally around the Pipeline
Works and the use of peer reviews) others are considered to be either
fundamentally deficient or lacking transparency such that the EES does not
provide a robust basis to make a decision on the Project. Accordingly, to make a
decision on the Project at this time without this further information would
render any subsequent decision flawed. This submission sets out what further
information is considered essential to good decision-making.
Given the extent and significance of the further information that needs to be
provided, it is highlighted that once this information is obtained the information
should be placed on public exhibition with a second round of consultation
undertaken prior to re-examination by the IAC Panel, as well as EPA Victoria. In
the absence of such reconsultation it is considered that the assessment process
lacks accountability, transparency and is inconsistent with the Environment
Protection Principles of the Environment Protection Act 1970 (the EP Act) and
the Principles of Ecological Sustainable Development (from the
Commonwealth’s Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999).
Setting aside the deficiencies referred to in paragraphs 1 and 2 above, and
described in detail in Appendix A of this submission it is additionally considered
that there are significant fundamental issues with the Project such that it must
be refused at this time. These issues are very briefly set out in the bullets below
and in Appendix B.
x lack of Project need
x flawed assessment of alternative sites
x inconsistent with the Environment Protection Principles of the EP Act 1970
and the Principles of Ecological Sustainable Development of the
Commonwealth’s Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act
x failure to comply with SEPP (Waters)
x the Project will enable and be indirectly responsible for 7.2% of the State’s
GHGE – which is a significant amount and severely hinder the ability to meet
the State’s net zero emissions target by 2050
x will create significant risks of marine accidents and spills within Westernport
Bay which would affect its protected wildlife

5.
6.
7.

8.

9.

x will create and introduce significant safety hazards and risks to Crib Point.
With regards to the Relevant Draft Evaluation Objectives for the Project, I
consider that they have not been met either in part or in total.
Appendix C of my submission includes additional relevant observations and
concerns I have with the Project that I would like to draw the IAC to.
In reviewing the EES documentation for the Project, I would highlight that whilst
I am a local resident, living approximately 4.9km from the Crib Point Receival
site, I have objectively reviewed the EES documentation applying my unique
expertise and experience. In short, I would highlight that I have:
x a BSc (Honours) in Environmental Sciences and a MSc in EIA and
Environmental Auditing;
x 23 years in the management of environmental risks and impacts from a
range of development types and sectors, for NGOs, consultancies and
regulators;
x technically reviewed over 80 EESs/ESs for decision-making authorities,
proponents and consultants – including container port developments on
internationally designated estuaries, nuclear power station projects,
pipelines, oil & gas refineries and off-shore platforms;
x project coordinated, managed and directed EIAs and the preparation of ESs
for a range of development types (some of which have had equivalent
CAPEX costs of $5billion AUSD);
x intimate working knowledge of the Victorian works approvals application
system;
x advised international government ministers, regulators and industry on best
practice in EIA to assist their development of EIA legislation and EIA capacity
building initiatives;
x presented at international conferences on Impact Assessment; and
x developed guidance on various aspects of EIA, a process review system for
EIA, and an accreditation system for EIA practitioners.
Following completion of my objective review of the EES and based on my
expertise and experience, I strongly oppose the Project and consider that the
Panel should:
(a)request further information from the AGL and APA;
(b)require that the further information obtained is subsequently placed on a
second round of Public Exhibition;
(c)recommend refusal and rejection of the Project outright by the Minister for
Planning, EPA Victoria and other decision-makers.
In the event that the IAC Panel, and subsequent decision-makers on the various
components of the Project choose to allow the Project to proceed, I consider it
essential and prudent that appropriate monitoring and management plans are
established and implemented. These should be:
(a) well documented and unambiguous with their requirements;
(b) agreed with stakeholders;

(c) be undertaken by suitably qualified, independent consultants with any
collected samples analyses by NATA accredited laboratories;
(d) include clear trigger action levels and responses;
(e) be included in the respective statutory and legally binding approval
documents
(f) clearly set out the frequency of monitoring to be undertaken, how long the
monitoring is to be undertaken and the provisions for decreasing or stopping
monitoring.

Appendix A – EES Documentation Deficiencies &
Recommended Further Information Required
A.1

This Appendix to my submission, sets out the deficiencies identified in the EES
and further information that should be provided to ensure that the IAC Panel
and subsequent decision-makers have the necessary information when they
make their decision.

A.2

It is highlighted given the length of the document and the limited time available
it has not been possible to technically review the entire EES documentation
including its Appendices and Annexes. Accordingly, not all identified or potential
issues and deficiencies are set out in this Appendix.

A.3

At the higher level I consider that the EES Documentation contains a number of
significant deficiencies which result in the documentation presenting an
incomplete and flawed assessment of the Project, such that further information
must be requested and obtained by IAC [and EPA Victoria] prior to the
finalisation of their consideration of the EES and report to the Minister for
Planning and EPA Victoria. The higher level deficiencies are set out in the
following subsection and expanded on in the paragraphs thereafter.

A.4

Additionally, there are lower level, but still significant deficiencies where further
information should be obtained to ensure individual technical assessments are
robust and balanced. For ease of reference, these are presented in the order of
the chapters presented in the EES.

A.5

Where it is considered that further information should be requested and
obtained these are identified in blue text with a FI prefix.

HIGHER LEVEL DEFICIENCIES
Questionable project need
A.6

The EES claims that the Project ‘would assist in Victoria’s transition to a lowcarbon economy and increased energy efficiency (including reduced usage)’ by
providing ‘a secure, stable source of [energy] supply to customers as the energy
sector becomes decarbonised and transitions to more renewables’ (Chapter 2,
p.1). However, the claim is not backed-up or referable to any objective or
independent expert assessment contained in the EES documentation.

A.7.

The absence of such fundamental material in the EES is of significant concern
given the issue is central to the Project rationale and to any proper assessment
of net community benefit.

A.8

The Andrews Victorian government through the: [Victorian] Climate Change Act
2017 (which formalises in legislation a net zero emissions target by 2050);
DELWP’s Climate Change Framework (which includes actions to assist the
households, businesses and industry in switching from gas and other fossil fuels
to cleaner energy sources); DELWP’s Climate Change Adaptation Plan: 20172020 which seeks to ‘restore Victoria as a national and international leader on
climate change action’; and DELWP’s 2017 Renewable Energy Action Plan which
seeks to support Victoria’s pathway from a carbon-intensive to net zero
emissions energy sector by 2050, supporting the transition from ‘emissionsintensive, centralised sources to cleaner and more distributed sources of
electricity’ which will benefit Victoria ‘economically, socially and
environmentally’ are all aimed at directing and moving energy production
towards renewables and greater energy efficiency helping to lower gas demand.
It is unclear the level of effect such drivers will have on future gas demand.

A.9

The logic behind the project leading to lower gas prices for Victorians is not
widely accepted and needs to thoroughly and independently examined by
appropriate experts/organisations from outside the gas energy sector. Low gas
prices could be obtained by redirecting/prioritising Australian gas to domestic
markets rather than overseas.

FI.1

A comprehensive and independent assessment of the effect of the Project on
Victorian gas prices needs to commissioned and presented in the updated EES.
The scoping and appointment of this independent piece of works needs to be
discussed and agreed with the IAC and stakeholder groups in advance of the
work being undertaken, and be subsequently peer reviewed and scrutinised by
the IAC.

FI.2

It is considered that the independent assessment should additionally consider,
compare and report on the effectiveness of alternative potential measures to
transition to a low carbon economy and increased energy efficiency and
stability.

FI.3

Setting aside the merits of the claim that the Project will lower gas prices and
the reliance of gas in the energy market, it is further considered that the
independent assessment should additionally consider, compare and report on
the alternative means for lowering gas prices. These should include Federal and
state government policy and decisions, as well as markets options.
Flawed assessment of alternative sites

A.10

The assessment of alternative sites is considered fundamentally flawed and
should be repeated with a balanced set of selection criteria. It is incredulous to
believe that in this EES process there was no consideration of environmental
factors and site constraints in the screening of eight potential ports/berthing
sites. None of the eight screening criteria used (s2.5.2 and p 2-26 of Vol 1)

consider potential impacts to the environment. In my professional career
spanning 23 years in multiple countries and its preceding 4.5 years of academic
study have I never seen an alternative site assessment not include
environmental factors and site constraints within the initial screening criteria.
Additionally, I have never seen an assessment of alternative sites within an EES
conclude that a site located within an international designated and protected
site is the preferred site when there are other sites not located within such
designates sites.
A.11

The subsequent shortlisted options assessment of the remaining three sites
does include environmental effects but is otherwise dominated by logistical,
practical feasibility and economic factors. It is apparent from the information
presented in s2.5.2, Table 2-3 and p2-27-30 and 2.5.3 (Vol 1), that:
(a) the Port Adelaide and Port Kembala are the cheaper options;
(b) the Crib Point is the only site located with an Internationally Designated
Wetland
(c) with the exception of the Port Adelaide site being located in proximity to
dolphin breeding area no other biodiversity factors were identified. Westernport
has its own population of dolphins, as well as sea mammals (with important
seabird breeding grounds on Philip Island and migratory whales passing
through each winter), plus protected flora and fauna;
(d) the Crib Point location has the longest pipeline connection to Gas
Distributors;
(e) the Port Adelaide site would meet the stated operability requirements
following dredging; and
(f) no weightings have been applied to the factors (selection criteria) as is often
common practice.

A.12

It is telling that the last sentence of s2.5.3 (p2-31 of Vol 1) reads “Port locations in
Victoria, south Australia and New South Wales were also investigated but
lacked the required depth or infrastructure to accommodate a continuously
moored FSRU”. This confirms and validates the lack of detailed and
independent consideration of environmental factors and constraints potentially
affecting alterative sites within the EES.

A.13

If a thorough and balanced assessment of alternative sites, including
environmental factors and constraints had been undertaken (such as state,
federal or internationally designated sites, habitats and protected species) it is
almost certain that the Crib Point site would have been excluded.

A.14

It is noted that s2.6.3 of Vol 1 reports on a typical linear/pipeline route alignment
selection process that is set out in guidelines and adopted internationally.

Within that selection process constraints are clearly identified and include a
“No-go: National, coastal and marine parks, conservation parks, flora and fauna
reserves, residential and commercial areas, existing and future marked
development areas, critically endangered flora and fauna, ecological
communities, lots less than 1,000 square metres”. If such a black and white
criteria could be applied for the pipeline, why could it not be applied to the
port/mooring selection process!?!
FI.4

A comprehensive and independent assessment of alternative sites needs to be
needs to commissioned and presented in the updated EES. The scoping and
appointment of this independent piece of works needs to be discussed and
agreed with the IAC and stakeholder groups in advance of the work being
undertaken, and be subsequently peer reviewed and scrutinised by the IAC.
Environmental factors (such as location or proximity to designated and
protected sites, habitats and species) needs to be included.

FI.5

Whilst it may be outside the scope or ability of the IAC to direct consideration of
what alternative sites are considered by the Applicants or in fact outside of its
own Terms of Reference it is considered that as a minimum the IAC should
recommend to the Minister for Planning and other decision-makers that any
decisions on the Project are postponed until the outcomes of a thorough
assessment of alternative sites has been undertaken including the Emerging
Viva Energy at Corio Bay – which is not located in an internationally designated
Ramsar wetland and would only require a shorter 7-8km pipeline.
Lack of reference plant data for this new technology

A.15

It is common practice and expected that for works approval applications and
EESs for new or newer technologies that may not have been established within
Victoria, Australia previously that the applicant provides an overview of the
technology, histories of the emergence and establishment of similar
technologies and operations worldwide, as well as performance data including
(whether there have been any compliance issues, environmental monitoring,
accident rates) etc for those similar ‘reference plants’.

A.16

Very limited information is provided on FSRU operations internationally. No
information is presented from any reference FSRU plants. The provision of such
information is considered essential and its omission is surprising given the
benefits that the provision of such data would provide some element of ground
truthing modelling, assumptions used and provide comfort that the FSRU
technology works, is a safe and reliable process, with no significant recorded
environmental impacts from the monitoring undertaken of such facilities.

A.17

Given it is common standard to include such reference plant data in works
approval applications and EES, and it would be expected to significantly assist
the technical assessments, the readers of the EES documentation and decision-

makers, a question does arise as to why was such information not included? Is
there something to hide and the Applicants did not want to disclose?
FI.6

A comprehensive review on the use of FSRU’s internationally needs to be
provided in the updated EES. This should include comparisons with comparable
FSRU vessels as that proposed to be used here and ideally similar locations to
that proposed with a particular focus on similar water quality characteristics
(chemistry and physical parameters) and dispersal rates, and ecological
sensitivities. Information should also be provided on compliance and
Environmental, Health and Safety (EHS) track records of FSRU’s and
environmental impact monitoring of operating FSRU vessels.
Lack of detail on the actual operator of the FSRU

A.18

Whilst APA are the co-Applicant for the Project and clearly will be responsible
for the installation and operation of the pipeline component of the Project, it is
unclear how the Crib Point Jetty Works will be delivered and operated. It is
understood that AGL are the co-Applicant for the Project and will be reasonable
for the development of the Jetty Works including the leasing of the FSRU vessel,
import of the LNG, but not the actual operation of the FSRU. s 2, p 5 of the Works
Approval Application (WAA), Attachment VIII, Volume 1 of the ES states
“It is intended that the FRSU, when commissioned and in operation, will be
subject to an agreement between AGL and a third party operator
experienced with floating LNG import facilities. The third party operator will
manage operations on board the FSRU and will require a licence from the
EPA prior to commencement of the operation of the FSRU. Accordingly, prior
to the issue of a licence to the third party operator, the third party operator
will need to satisfy the EPA that it meets criteria for grant of a licence,
including being a fit and proper person. The third party operator will be the
“occupier” of the FRSU, as defined under the EPA Act 1970, and will be
required to comply with the obligations under that Act.”

A.19

This lack of clarity on who the actual third party operator will be raises a range
of significant questions that need to be answered now, as set out below:
(a) how will AGL select the operator of the FSRU? What selection criteria will be
used? What weighting will be given to EHS tack record over costs?;
(b) what is the EHS performance and compliance track record of the third party
operator?
(c) what are the details and associated liabilities within any future agreement
between AGL and the third party operator? In the event of accident or
accidental spill who would be responsible for clean-up activities and liable? The
Victorian and local communities do not want to see their own Deepwater
Horizon event and subsequent protracted legal battle on where liabilities lie.

(d) who will be responsible for ensuring that the third party operator carries the
necessary insurances and financials in case something does go wrong? What
would happen if the operator went out of business, what would AGL’s
responsibilities be?
(e) will the third party operator meet the EPA’s fit and proper person
requirements, noting that these requirements are tougher under the new
Environment Protection Act due to come into force on July 1 2021, with any
future licence application (if the Project is approved) being undertaken under
the new EP Act? There exists the possibility that if the Project is approved it is
built and then cannot be operated because no third party operator satisfies
EPA’s fit and proper person requirements and no EPA operating licence is
issued.
(f) who would be responsible for community engagement activities, dealing with
any complaints etc the third party operator or AGL?
A.20

Without this information how can the public, IAC, Minister for Planning, EPA and
other decision-makers, be sure that the FSRU will be operated appropriately?

FI.7

Further information confirming who the actual operator of the FSRU needs to be
provided, as well as their EHS performance track record of operating such
vessels.
Methodological concerns

A.21

As detailed in the subsequent section of this appendix, some of the technical
assessments are compromised by a lack of comprehensive baseline data. In the
absence of such baseline data the confidence in the predicted impacts is
reduced. Where good quality baseline is lacking or there are concerns with the
baseline data coverage (geographic and temporal), the prudent widely adopted
approach in EIAs is to use a worst-case approach. For example, that a
particular species is present and thus could be affected by the proposal.
Subsequently, the assessment includes scenarios or at the very least describes
the potential impact that could occur ‘if’ the species is present, as well as the
‘likely scenario’.

A.22

There is a varying degree of transparency across all the technical assessments
on the actual assumptions used in the modelled scenarios. For example, some
assessments of the Gas Import Jetty Works appear to include the presence of a
LPG tanker unloading at Berth 1 whilst others do not; and some assessments
include the potential impacts from all the adjacent Project Works (i.e. Jetty
Infrastructure and Crib Point Receiving Facility) whilst others do not.
Accordingly, it is not possible to ascertain if worst-case scenarios have been
modelled and assessed.

A.23

The effect of the above is that the confidence in the predicted impacts is
significantly undermined. Have worst-case air quality emissions been modelled
for? Are the modelled predictions underestimating impacts? Will the modelled
marine mixing zones or air quality emission plumes be greater than shown and
assessed with an LPG Tanker unloading at the same time?

A.24

Where there are uncertainties in the baseline data, assumptions adopted or a
lack of data to ground truth models it is appropriate and common practice to
undertake simple sensitivity analysis, to establish how sensitive the resultant
predictions are to the data used. For transparency purposes these should then
be presented so that the user of the predictions can understand the effect of the
assumptions used in the assessment. For example changing the order of
magnitude of the likelihood of a risk occurring of a collision between a LNG
tanker or a grounding of such a tanker in extreme weather conditions, on
assessed impacts to the marine biodiversity or mammals. It is noted that in
some assessments reference is made to sensitivity tests being undertaken,
however details are not provided.

A.25

It is additionally noted that there is inconsistency in the presentation of the
potential scale of impact with some technical assessments merely considering
there to be a significant impact if a threshold level or standard is met or
exceeded. One of the underlying features of the EIA process is determining the
magnitude of change. Where baseline levels are very low - low, there can be a
doubling of an emission source or change up to a new level without the
threshold being met or exceeded. If the only factors determining whether or not
the change is significant is if the threshold has been met or exceeded then the
other potentially significant changes will not be identified.

A.26

It is noted that in Table 5-3 Consequence Framework (p5-13 of Vol 2) that
temporal factors are included within the qualitative descriptors of the
consequences. This is an unusual practice as it has the potential to
underrepresent consequences. For example, there may be significant changes
resulting in risks to human health and/or the environment beyond the local
environmental setting that be short term changes (i.e. acute changes of
minutes, hours, days or weeks) but because they are not long term (i.e.
occurring over several years or decades) they would not be considered as Major.
Common practice is to describe the severity of the change and the temporal
period the change would occur, i.e. short-term adverse medium reversible
consequence (i.e. temporary landscape and visual impact from open trench
pipeline laying with the impact becoming neutral following successful
reinstatement and rehabitation) or long-term severe irreversible consequence
(e.g. permanent loss of a habitat).

FI.8

A comprehensive evaluation of all baseline data used. Where concerns are
identified on the baseline data, either additional baseline data should be

gathered or a worst-case approach used. Where new baseline data is obtained
or a worst-case approach adopted, updated modelling and assessments should
be undertaken and presented in the updated EES.
FI.9

A comprehensive all encompassing schedule of the worst-case scenarios (and
typical scenarios) should be provided in an updated EES. This should clearly set
out the all the assumptions used in each of the technical assessments, and any
scenarios within those assessments. In particular, the updated EES should
confirm if LNG unloading activities and/or mooring activities (with tugboats
operating) would occur at the same time as LPG is unloaded at the United
Petroleum Berth 1.

FI.10

Sensitivity testing should be undertaken and presented in the updated EES,
clearly identifying the effect of changing assumptions used in the modelling.
This is particular relevant for the Marine discharge, Greenhouse Gas Emission,
Air Quality, Noise, Safety Hazard and Risk modelling and assessments.
Exclusion of Scope 3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

A.27

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHGE) for the Project have been estimated and set
out with the EES documentation. The calculations and subsequent assessment
of the GHGE however explicitly exclude Scope 3 emissions – in particular those
downstream that arise from the consumption of the natural gas (s11.4 and also
Figure 11-2, p 11-4 of Vol 2). The justification for this approach stated is that the
Project has no ability to influence the end-use consumption of the gas, and for
potential double counting of the consumption of the gas by subsequent enduses.

A.28

Such an approach to exclude these GHGEs is considered convenient, in error
and significantly undermines the independence and credibility of this
Assessment and the EES. Such GHGE should have been included, as determined
by His Honour Justice Preston in the Gloucester Resources Limited v Minister for
Planning [2019] [aka the Rocky Hill Coal Project] case heard in the New South
Wales Land and Environment Court1. In this landmark case, the court heard
evidence of a global budget of GHGE to avoid dangerous climate change to
justify the refusal of a new coal mine. It was the first time an Australia court
found and agreed that a coal mine’s contribution to total global GHGE – when
cuts are “now urgently needed” – could be used as a key reason to reject its
approval. All such emissions add to climate change, Justice Brian Preston found.

Justice Preston, who delivered the decision, is also chief justice of the Land and
Environment Court, and has sat as a judge in the NSW Supreme Court of Appeal. His
seniority – and the superior status of his court – means his decision will likely carry
significant influence in other courts across Australia.

1

A.29

The discussion on GHGE emissions and subsequent judgement was
comprehensive, and has implications for all future coal and other fossil fuel
(including natural gas) approval cases – such as this Project. Key aspects of the
judgement are provided below:
“Although GRL submitted that Scope 3 emissions should not be considered in
determining GRL’s application for consent for the Rocky Hill Coal Project, I find
they are relevant to be considered.
At the most basic level, the consent authority must consider and determine the
particular development application that has been made to carry out the State
significant development of the proposed coal mine (s 4.38(1) of the EPA Act). For
State significant development such as the Rocky Hill Coal Project, the
development application is required to be accompanied by an environmental
impact statement (s 4.12(1) and s 4.39(1)(a) of the EPA Act and cl 50(1)(a) and
Sch 1, cl 2(1)(e) of the EPA Regulation). The environmental impact statement
must address the environmental assessment requirements of the Secretary as
well as the content requirements in Sch 1, cl 7 of the EPA Regulation, including
the likely impact on the environment of the development and the reasons
justifying the carrying out of the development, having regard to biophysical,
economic and social considerations, including the principles of ecologically
sustainable development (ESD). The principles of ESD are defined to be the
precautionary principle, inter-generational equity, conservation of biological
diversity and ecological integrity, and improved valuation, pricing and incentive
mechanisms (cl 7(4) of Sch 1 of the EPA Regulation). As I note below,
consideration of the principles of ESD can involve consideration of climate
change.
Section 4.15 of the EPA Act applies to the determination of the development
application for the State significant development of the Rocky Hill Coal Project
(s 4.40 of the EPA Act). Section 4.15(1)(a) of the EPA Act requires the consent
authority, in determining a development application, to take into consideration
the provisions of any environmental planning instrument. One applicable
instrument is the Mining SEPP. Clause 14(2) of the Mining SEPP provides:
“Without limiting subclause (1), in determining a development application for
development for the purposes of mining, petroleum production or extractive
industry, the consent authority must consider an assessment of the greenhouse
gas emissions (including downstream emissions) of the development, and must
do so having regard to any applicable State or national policies, programs or
guidelines concerning greenhouse gas emissions.”
“Downstream emissions” of a coal mine include Scope 3 emissions from the
transportation and combustion of coal product from the mine.

I find, therefore, that the consideration of the impacts of the Project on the
environment and the public interest justify considering not only the Scope 1 and
Scope 2 emissions but also the Scope 3 emissions of the Project.”
A.30

Justice Preston did not accept GRL’s submission that Scope 3 downstream
GHGE should not be considered. The parallels and implications to the Crib Pont
Jetty Works and Pipeline project are that, the Project is facilitating the
consumption of a large amount of a fossil fuel and will lead to very large GHGE,
it cannot promote a development that addresses this coal resource and
provides economic and other benefits and also accommodate every negative
impact of doing. The Environmental Effects Act 1978 and scope of the EES
requires consideration of direct and indirect effects and climate change. The
end-use consumption of the gas will generate GHGE and potential contribute to
climate change such that all direct and indirect GHGE from the Project should
be considered.

A.31

It is further noted the EES does in fact include at s11.4 (p11-4 of Vol 2) a figure of
8Mt CO2-e2 for the commercial and residential end use of the gas. Such an
amount would equate to 7.3% of Victoria’s total 2017 GHGE. This constitutes a
significant proportion of the state’s GHGE. Given the proposed 20 year lifetime
of the FSRU and the Victorian’s governments target of zero emissions approval
of this project would significantly jeopardise efforts to meet that target.

A.32

It is further highlighted that under s17 of the Climate Change Act 2017, the EPA in
determining works approval applications must have regard to climate change.
When assessing a works approval application, the particularly relevant sections
of the CC Act are:
Section 17(1) requires EPA to consider climate change in works approval
decisions (to issue or refuse a works approval), as identified in Schedule 1 of
the CC Act.
Section 17 (2) requires EPA to have regard to:
x the potential impacts of climate change relevant to the decision or
action;
x the potential contribution to the State's greenhouse gas emissions of
the decision or action; and
x any guidelines issued by the Minister (Victorian Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change) under section 18. To date, no such
guidelines have been issued.
Section 17 (3) sets out the relevant considerations for EPA in having regard to
the potential impacts of climate change. These are the potential biophysical
impacts, the potential long and short term economic, environmental, health
and social impacts, the potential beneficial and detrimental impacts, the
potential direct and indirect impacts, and the potential cumulative impacts.

Section 17 (4) sets out the relevant considerations for EPA in having regard
to the potential contribution to the State’s greenhouse gas emissions. These
are the potential short-term and long-term greenhouse gas emissions, the
potential direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions, the potential
increases and decreases in greenhouse gas emissions, and the potential
cumulative impacts of greenhouse gas emissions.
FI.33

Accordingly, there is a clear legal requirement for the inclusion of indirect GHGE
in the consideration of the GHGE from the Project, and the EES should be
updated to reflect this.

FI.11

The EES should be updated to include all Scope 3 GHGE.

Compliance with State Environment Protection Policy (Waters)
A.34

A key requirement of the Project (and in particular the WAA) is that it
demonstrates compliance with State Environment Protection Policy (Waters).
Accordingly, the independence and credibility of the entire EES is significantly
compromised by the lack of detailed consideration and acknowledgement of
these clauses 21, 22 and 25 of the SEPP which are ‘potential show-stoppers’.

A.35

Clause 21. Applications for wastewater discharges to surface waters, requires
“(1) A person may apply to the Authority for approval of a discharge of
wastewater to surface waters if the person has made all reasonable efforts to
avoid, reuse and recycle the wastewater.
(2) An application under subclause (1) must –
(a) demonstrate that the wastewater discharge to surface waters is
necessary; and
(b) include all reasonably practicable measures to –
(i) ensure the wastewater discharge does not exceed the
environmental quality objectives [EQOs] set out in Schedule 3 to this
Policy; and
(ii) minimise risks to beneficial uses of the receiving waters.
(3) If it is not reasonably practicable to comply with subclause (2)(b), the
applicant must apply for a mixing zone consistent with clause 23.”

A.36

It can be readily argued that the Applicants have not taken all reasonable
efforts to avoid the wastewater discharge in that they could use alternative
heating solutions to regasify the LNG, operate a land-based regasification plant
without the use of water to heat the LNG. It is acknowledged in the Project that
the EQOs will not be met and that a mixing zone is required.

A.37

Clause 22. Consideration of applications for wastewater discharges to surface
waters
(1) In considering an application made in accordance with clause 21, the
Authority must have regard to the following –
(a) the environmental quality objectives and beneficial uses set out in this
Policy;
(b) the ambient levels in the receiving waters;
(c) the results of any risk assessment required by clause 21(4);
(d) the pollutant load targets set out in Schedule 4 of this Policy, if
applicable.
(2) ..
(3) The Authority must not approve an application for a new wastewater
discharge to surface waters in the following areas unless the Authority is
satisfied that the wastewater discharge will be consistent with the requirements
of clause 25 –
(a) aquatic reserves;
(b) waters of high conservation value as set out in Schedule 5;
(c) wetlands or estuaries segments.”

A.38

It is noted that Schedule 5 identifies Ramsar wetlands as being of high
conservation value and that the explanatory notes to this clause state
“Subclause (3) identifies high value waterbodies or areas vulnerable to the
impacts of wastewater discharges. The Authority must not approve new
wastewater discharges in these locations, except if it can be demonstrated that
this discharge will provide water for the environment consistent with the
requirements of clause 25.”

A.39

Clause 25. Discharges that provide environmental benefits then states
“The Authority may approve an application to discharge wastewater to surface
waters to provide water for the environment or other uses, if –
(a) the Authority is satisfied that the wastewater can be treated and
managed to a level to protect beneficial uses, and
(b) the waterway manager (if applicable) is satisfied that the discharge is
consistent with environmental flow requirements.”

A40.

The subsequent Explanatory Notes to Clause 25 state that “Clause 25 sets out
the circumstances when the Authority may approve an application to discharge
wastewater to surface water to provide water for the environment or other uses.

This may include situations where environmental values are compromised by a
lack of freshwater flows and where the introduction of a wastewater discharge
may help protect these values. In such situations, the wastewater discharge
may be considered an acceptable form of reuse.” The beneficial uses to be
protected in the SEPP in Westernport Bay as per Table 4 of Schedule 2 of the
SEPP:
• Water dependent ecosystems and species (largely unmodified)
• Human consumption of aquatic foods
• Aquaculture
• Industrial & Commercial
• Water based recreation (primary contact, secondary contact and aesthetic
enjoyment)
• Traditional owner cultural values
• Cultural and spiritual values, and
• Navigation and shipping [noting that Within Western Port, navigation and
shipping is not a beneficial use except in the surface waters of the Entrances
and North Arm subsegment bounded by high water and within an area north of
a line drawn between West Head and Point Grant and north of a line drawn at a
45° angle in a north-easterly direction from Cape Woolamai to the coast, and
south of a line drawn between Stockyard Point and Settlement Point and west of
a line drawn between Pelican Point and Palmer Point].
A41.

It is considered that the SEPP does not recognise the ‘slightly to moderately
modified’ of ‘highly modified’ water dependent ecosystem and species status
that the EES attempts to portray the waters around the Crib Point Jetty and
within Port of Hastings area.

A42.

As identified elsewhere in this submission and the EES, the Project:
(a) will not protect all beneficial uses;
(b) will adversely affect the water dependent ecosystem and species;
(c) will potentially mobilise contaminants contained in any sediments at Crib
Point Jetty that could adversely affect the human consumption of aquatic foods
and aquaculture present in Westernport
(d) will have an enlarged maritime exclusion zone affecting water based
recreation
(e) will see the temporary close of the Wooley’s Beach again affecting water
based recreation

A.43

With regards the protection of industrial and commercial uses, nothing is
presented in the EES argues that the Port of Hastings is in decline or needs the
Project to continue. Accordingly, it cannot be said that the Project protects
Industrial & Commercial or Navigation & Shipping beneficial uses. Accordingly,
it is not possible to see an argument that the beneficial uses of Western port Bay
are being protected by the Project, to the contrary even under the best case
scenarios presented in the EES they are being attacked. The one and only
subsequent conclusion that can be reached is that the Project fails to meet
Clauses 21, 22 and 25 and the applications must be refused.

FI.12

The EES should be updated to include detailed consideration of Clauses 21, 22
and 25 of the SEPP and demonstrate how protected beneficial uses will be
protected.

Effective Mitigation and Monitoring - Effectiveness of and reliance on mitigation
that is ill-defined. Insufficient proposed monitoring. Implementability of the
Mitigation Measures
A.44

In several chapters (i.e. noise with noise attenuation on the FSRU), the residual
impacts (impacts post mitigation) have been predicted and assessed based on
the implementation of mitigation measures (both design and operation) where
the actual mitigation is ill-defined at this time or novel such that the
effectiveness of the mitigation measure in reducing the severity of the predicted
impact is unclear and uncertain.

A.45

Environmental monitoring to verify the predicted impacts is proposed
throughout the EES, however the extent of the monitoring proposed is limited
with for example only three years of monitoring of … proposed. Considering the
lifetime of the project, seasonality issues and the potential for impacts to occur
over the medium and longer term and not just the short-term it is considered
that 3 years is insufficient and longer periods of monitoring should be proposed
and required under conditions.

A.46

As highlighted earlier in this submission I am concerned that with a yet to be
appointed Third Party Operator, there remains a risk that the roles and
responsibilities with the operator of the FSRU and other partners and
stakeholders will be missed and fall between the cracks.

FI.13

Where bespoke or non-standard mitigation is proposed, the EES should clarify
and provide evidence of the effectiveness of the mitigation and/or add text to
highlight the level of impact pre-mitigation.

Lower-level Deficiencies by EES Chapter or Volume of the EES

Project Description (Chapter 4)
A.47

There is a distinct lack of information about any environmental effects
associated with maintenance and decommissioning of the Project. For example
will there be an extra dredging required, noting that a response that it is not
part of The Project’s responsibility as it within the Port of Hastings Authority
(POHA) is to deflect and ‘cope out’ of a legitimate question. Yes, the seabed is
under the control of the POHA but Berth 2 is not being used, the Project will
extend and upgrade Berth 2 and other areas of POHA land and will directly
affect the need for any dredging.

A.48

It is noted that s 4.3.3 (p 4-22 of Vol 1) states that the “.. Receiving Facility’s
manually operated vent stack would service the facility as well as the jetty
piping in the event of emergency situations and for maintenance.” Would
personnel be on-site in an emergency situations or on a Code Red Fire Danger
day? It would seem prudent that the vent stack would be able to be activated
automatically or remotely.

A.49

It is proposed to extend the Waterside Restricted Zone around the Crib Point
Jetty, however it is unclear in the absence of details of how will this be enforced.

FI.14

Further information should be provided in the updated EES documentation on
maintenance activities and decommissioning of the Project.

FI.15

Clarification of how the Waterside Restricted Zone around the Crib Point Jetty
will be enforced should be provided in the updated EES documentation.
Marine Biodiversity (Chapter 6)

A.50

With regards the Marine Biodiversity I consider there a series of significant
shortcomings in the EES risk assessment of the Project effects on marine
biodiversity such that I have very little confidence regarding the acceptability of
the Project effects on the marine environment (including the Ramsar wetlands)
of Western Port Bay.
(a) failing to provide sufficient information to make a properly informed
assessment of impacts such as ;
(i) impact of entrainment, discharge plume, chlorinated and cooler water on
ecological processes of Ramsar wetland and its natural intertidal mudflat
communities, natural communities (intertidal and subtidal seagrasses),
(ii) benthic subtidal invertebrate fauna, plankton and subtidal reef habitat;
(iii) impact of warm water from discharge plume on local plankton and
subtidal reef habitat;

(iv) impact of chlorinated water on natural mudflat invertebrate
communities, natural intertidal and subtidal habitats, benthic subtidal
invertebrate fauna, plankton and subtidal reef habitat (including artificial
reef provided by jetty structures);
(v) accumulation of chlorine produced in species in the food chain;
(vi) accidental spills or leaks from chemicals, materials or waste streams into
Western Port during construction or operation;
(vii) spills or leaks of fuel, oil or other chemicals from the FSRU or LNG
tankers in transit to and from Berth 2 and during unloading operations from
accidental groundings and collisions with other vessels;
(viii) aggregation of marine fauna due to damaged biota and increased
light;
(viii) impact of underwater noise from operation of FSRU on marine biota;
(ix) potential impacts to penguins, seals and cetaceans;
(x) potential effects of lighting of the FRSU and LNG tankers on marine
fauna;
(xi) potential effects of shading of the water column and seabed underneath
the FSRU and LNG tankers;
(xii) potential collisions of LNG tankers with cetaceans noting that migrating
Southern Right and Humpback whales pass and by and enter Westernport
(including the shipping channel) during the winter months when it is
expected there will be more frequent LNG movements and the weather is
typically more extreme;
(xiii) potential for increased spills and leaks and accidents in extreme
weather and during any Code Red bushfire days when the FRSU and any
LNG tankers may be required to de-moor and vacate Berth 2;
(xiv) a lack of justification for the spill scenarios with it considered that
worst-case scenarios were not assessed in particular with regards to the size
of spill and the location of spill. As a minimum some sensitivity analysis
should have been presented of varying the size or location.
(xiv) deficiencies and gaps in baseline data (for example the regular
presence of seals on French Island), the regular sighting of Humpback and
Southern Right Whales within Westernport (they are not from ‘time to time’
sightings but are seen almost every other day during the winter whale
watching season). The Two Bays Whale Project records should be used to
verify sightings;
(b) underestimating the risk (either likelihood, significance of consequence or
both) of identified impacts;
(c) proposing inadequate mitigation measures to address potential impacts;
(d) inadequate proposed marine biodiversity monitoring (temporal
A.51

The basis for some of the assigned Risk Ratings in the assessment are unclear
and in some cases are not considered justified. For example, in Table 6-17 (p689 of Vol 2) a risk rating of Very Low is given to the Impact of cooler water on the

Ramsar site. Within the reasoning reference is made to the fact that all the
waters predicted to be potentially affected by the proposal are part of the Port
of Hastings and are disturbed by commercial vessel movements and periodic
dredging. The fact that the waters are in the Port waters is irrelevant, given they
are also in the internationally designated Ramsar site. As a minimum it is
contended that the risk rating should be Low if not Medium.
A.52

To support the assessment, CSIRO were commissioned to develop a guideline
value for chlorine and modelling was undertaken of the decaying chlorine in the
discharge plume. It is surprising and worrisome that no ground truthing of the
modelling and effect of chlorine on the marine biota was undertaken by
reference to monitored discharges of operating FSRU and/or other studies into
similar chlorine discharges.

A.53

Potential for and impacts from spills and contaminants is described in s.6.5.5 of
Vol 2. Whilst the section is 5.5 pages long, the underpinning data and
calculations are not provided, such that it is not possible to assess the veracity
of the information. As a minimum, the DNV 2011 work referred to for Large Spills
of diesel fuel or oil should have been referenced, notwithstanding that that work
is 9 years out of date and bespoke study work should have been undertaken to
support this EES. The 2018 DoE study referred to should similarly have been
referenced. Furthermore, the risk assessment of spills appears to overlook the
fact that whilst no major spills may have occurred to date in Australian or
Victorian waters there are inherent risks, risks do not go away just because they
may be low. There are numerous instances of major spills occurring, even in
partially sheltered waters such as Westernport Bay, for example the Sea
Empress disaster in Milford Haven, in southwest Wales in 19962 . It is notable that
the Sea Empress was being piloted into Milford Haven by a pilot from that
harbour authority at the time it ran aground and Milford Haven and its
immediate surrounds share a similar geography and tourism base to the
Mornington Peninsula, Philip and French Island. To dismiss concerns, rely on a

The Sea Empress Oil Spill in Milford Haven
On 15 February 1996, the Sea Empress oil tanker ran aground as it entered the Milford
Haven. Six days later, the tanker refloated and was towed into the harbor. In the days
between its grounding and towing, the oil tanker spilled 72,000 tons of crude oil along the
Pembrokeshire Coastline, within the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park. This coastline is of
conservational interest to the UK as it is home to important export fisheries and mussel
populations. Regulatory officials determined that mussels in Milford Haven and other areas
along the Pembrokeshire Coast accumulated a dangerous level of oil pollution from the
spill. To protect the local population from mussel contamination and the consumption of
dangerous human carcinogens, 200 Km2 of nearby marine waters were declared unfishable
and mussel harvesting was temporarily discontinued. On 12 September 1997, after studies
determined that pollutant accumulation in mussels began to decline, all bans were lifted.
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wider track record of spills and systems, does not alter the influence of extreme
weather conditions, tides, human error and the potential for engine breakdowns.
FI.16

The Marine Biodiversity Assessment should be updated to include:
(a) include scenarios with LPG tankers in Berth 1;
(b) modelling of tug wash, including suspension of fine sediment and its
potential for turbid water to impinge on seagrasses adjacent to the jetty – for
tug operations associated with the arrival and departure of vessels to the jetty;
(c) independent sampling and analysis by NATA accredited laboratories of the
seabed underneath Berth 2 and the wider area where LNG tankers and tugboats
may turn, to establish the potential presence of contaminants (including TBT,
PAHs, PFAS, metals, grain size and total carbon content as well as toxic
dinoflagellates) which could be mobilised into the water column and enter the
marine foodchain;
(d) further Quantitative survey of fish and benthic invertebrates in basin with
suitable replication at 4-5 sites within the Berth 2 basin and within 4-5 sites
within at least two control locations;
(e) comparison of epifauna and associated fishes and mobile invertebrates on
the Crib Point Jetty structure which is to be upgraded as part of the Port
compared with two other jetty structures in Western Port (i.e. those at Long
Island Point or Hastings); and
(f) surveys of diving birds at Crib Point Jetty, including species identifications,
abundance, roosting and feeding behaviour and an assessment of likely diet of
these species.

FI.17

The proposed monitoring and management plan of the Marine Environment
should be discussed and agreed with all stakeholders to further detail and
include requirements:
(a) that all monitoring (including inter alia the collection of and analysis of
samples, field surveys, report writing) be undertaken by independent
consultants with regular publication and sharing of the results to stakeholders –
samples to be analysed by NATA accredited laboratories;
(b) agreed trigger action levels and responses;
(c) specification and requirements for all components of the aquatic
environment to be measured;
(d) all sampling methods;
(e) spatial and temporal scales of investigation,
(f) the temporal period(s) of baseline sampling (including 1-2 years of baseline
sampling before Project starts),
(g) sample replication for all quantitative variables associated with biota, water
quality and sediment quality, Effect Sizes considered important to detect
potential impacts
(h) statistical methods (design and tests), and

(i) justification of when monitoring could be scaled-back or discontinued noting
that some monitoring of the water discharges from the FSRU will need to be
undertaken throughout its operation with annual reporting back to the EPA.
Terrestrial Ecology & Biodiversity (Chapter 7)
A.54

With regards Terrestrial Ecology & Biodiversity I consider that the EES fails to
deliver best practice environmental assessment and management for all
potential Project impacts on terrestrial ecology and biodiversity, posing
unacceptable risks to endangered and vulnerable flora and fauna.

A.55

The Project would result in the loss of significant amounts of native vegetation
from the Peninsula – predominantly in areas around Crib Point, Warringine
Park, the Hastings rail corridor north of Kings Creek and south of Watson Creek.
This vegetation includes a range of habitat zones and significant Ecological
Vegetation Classes (EVCs) of bioregional conservation status, including
endangered and vulnerable species. Whilst mitigation is proposed, and if
effective would reduce the severity of some impacts there will be permanent
losses. It is also unclear how effective some of the mitigation and habitat
reinstatement/rehabilitation would be for sensitive orchid and plant species.
Have successful reinstatement/rehabilitation programs worked elsewhere?

•

The existence and ongoing maintenance of this pipeline is a serious threat to
the survival of the nationally-endangered Southern Brown Bandicoot (listed
under the EPBC Act) that has received major investments by governments and
community over a long period time. The project will directly result in removal of
vegetation from sites of likely habitat of the Southern Brown Bandicoot. This
could result in local extinctions of this species.

•

The pipeline directly impacts on one of only four-five populations in Victoria of
the threatened Merran’s Sun-orchid.

FI.18

The Terrestrial Ecology & Biodiversity Assessment should be updated to include
details of the outcomes of previous mitigation measures for
reinstatement/rehabilitation of pipelines where there are rare flora and
Southern Bandicoots.
Contamination and Acid Sulfate Soils (Chapter 10)

A.56

It is unclear from the assessment if sediments on the seabed underneath Berth 2
are contaminated and if they are whether they would be mobilised and enter
the foodchain. Additionally, it is unclear if the FSRU’s discharge and the
manoeuvring of vessels and tugboat wash from Berth 2 activities would mobilise
contaminated sediments under Berth 1.

A.57

It is unclear from the EES what if any fire fighting foam would be stored and
potential used by the Project. Information should be provided in the EES,
particularly with regard to the possible use of PFAS chemicals (noting the
existing sensitivities in the Crib Point community following their discovery in
soils and groundwater at HMAS Cerebus.

FI.19

Clarification should be provided in the updated EES of any contamination in the
sediments beneath the Crib Point Jetty berths.

FI.20

The updated EES should clarify what if any fire fighting foam would be stored
and potential used by the Project.
Groundwater (Chapter 9)

A.58

It is considered that the EES fails to ensure best practice environmental
assessment and management of potential Project impacts on groundwater,
risking damage to aquifers and groundwater dependent ecosystems on the
Mornington Peninsula and long the pipeline route.

A.59

Potential for significant groundwater impacts and secondary impacts on local
Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems (GDE) have not been properly
investigated and addressed with concerns that and with:
(a) the baseline being relied upon is insufficient;
(b) the assessment inappropriately draws conclusions from a single data point;
(c) the omission of a sensitivity analysis (associated with mounding and
dewatering impacts) ;
(d) the failure to install groundwater bores in the basalt aquifer which is known
to be highly heterogenous and anisotropic;
(e) the absence of seasonal groundwater level data to enable an assessment of
the nature and extent of environmental effects on GDE at selected sections
along the alignment where groundwater levels are closer to the ground surface;
(f) the effectiveness of the mitigation measures proposed to protect GDE’s
where groundwater is likely to be shallow;
(g) the absence of recovery modelling to enable the long term effects on GDE’s
to be assessed;
(h) the flux required to dewater the trench cannot be determined without the
additional sensitivity scenarios;
(i) the assessment fails to demonstrate the interaction between aquifers and
GDEs;
(j) the assessment fails to provide any mitigation measures to address possible
de-watering scenarios;
(k) the assessment inappropriately categorises the risk of losing a GDE as
‘moderate’ when such an impact represents a serious threat to terrestrial

ecology and biodiversity, and may also have significant community
implications (for instance, for aquifer dependent landowners); and
(l) the assessment inappropriately categorises the risk of groundwater impacts
arising from disturbances of contaminants at the nearby former landfill site at
21 Mckirdys Road in Tyabb as ‘low’ when such an impact is more appropriately
categorised as likely to occur and of moderate.
FI.21

The Groundwater Assessment should be updated to address the concerns
itemised above in A.59 and additionally include a more recent bore search and
door-knock questionnaire of landowners along the pipeline route to establish
and confirm if there are any addition recently installed or unregistered bores.

Air Quality (Chapter 12)
A.60

It is considered that the Air Quality assessment is inadequate with a series of
significant issues, such that it does not appropriately consider or demonstrate
that potential air quality emissions and impacts of the Project on nearby
residences and recreational users can be acceptably managed. Specific issues
of concern are:
(a) no site specific baseline air quality monitoring has been undertaken with
EPA Victoria air quality monitoring station data used, none of which are from
nearby sites or are reflective of the cleaner more rural and natural settings of
Westernport. The suggestion in s12.5.1 of Vol 2 that the use of EPA Victoria
monitoring data is conservative is concerning as all these locations are from
more metropolitan areas and thus have poorer air quality levels than that likely
in the Westernport Area. To accurately assess the change in air quality an
appropriate baseline needs to be established;
(b) the assessment focuses on whether the predicted air emissions will cause an
exceedance of the SEPP levels. Whilst this is an important part of the
assessment, the assessment should also consider if the Project will
detrimentally affect the air quality in the vicinity of the Project that would be
experienced by receptors;
(c) the lack of consideration of potential air quality issues to sensitive receptors
along the traffic routes to be used during construction and operation;
(d) a lack of clarity on whether any of the modelled scenarios also included the
potential emissions from an LPG tanker unloading fuel at Berth 1 and associated
pumping of the fuel, as well as any emissions from the proposed Crib Point
Receiving Facility which could potentially introduce additional air quality
emissions which have not been factored into the modelled scenarios and
assessments. If this is the case then the modelled scenarios would not represent

worst-case and could underestimate potential air quality impacts. It is noted
that the CAMM Peer Review of the Air Quality Assessment (Appendix E of
Technical Report G) states in section 2.5.3.2 that “the scope of the peer review
does not include a full review of the following: the selection of emissions
scenarios and the emissions inventories and their basis” so it is unclear if the
peer reviewer considers the right scenarios and emission sources were modelled
and assessed.
(e) a lack of clarity in interpreting Table 12-5 on p 12-13 with the use of excluding
and including background, with it unclear what the existing baseline pollutant
concentrations (without an LPG tanker at Berth 1 being unloaded), with the
FSRU (plus Receiving Facility) and the cumulative worst-case of FSRU plus LPG
Tanker at Berth 1, plus an LNG tanker plus Receiving Facility;
FI.22

The Air Quality Assessment should be updated to address the concerns itemised
above in A.60.

Noise and vibration (Chapter 13)
A.61

It is considered that the Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment is inadequate
with a series of significant issues, such that it does not appropriately consider or
demonstrate that potential noise and vibration impacts of the Project on
nearby residences and recreational users can be acceptably managed. Specific
issues of concern are:
(a) noise impacts from out of hours evening and night construction work on the
amenity of nearby residences, including sleep disturbance during the night
period and the adequacy of the identified mitigation measures for this impact;
(b) noise impacts from tugboats bringing LNG carriers in to moor at Crib Point
jetty on the amenity of nearby residences, including sleep disturbance and the
adequacy of the identified mitigation measures for this impact;
(c) noise impacts on recreational users at Wooleys Beach and HMAA Otama
Lookout reach as follows;
o of up to 65 dBA and 66dBA during construction;
o of between 44 and 52dBA during various operational scenario.
(d) the lack of consideration of increased traffic noise on sensitive receptors
along the traffic routes to be used during construction and operation;
(e) the absence of any comparable change in noise at the receptors as opposed
to simply just an assessment against the NIRV thresholds. It is widely accepted
that the human ear can notice a change in 3dB(A), such that an increase in
3dB(A) is often cited as an minor adverse noise impact. It is unclear from the
assessment if any of the receptors will experience such an increase

(f) cumulative noise impacts from the Project and existing United Petroleum
activities at Crib Point jetty on the amenity of nearby residences and the
adequacy of the identified mitigation measures for this impacts, in particular
the implementability of Mitigation MM-NV11 “where required, other
infrastructure operators on the jetty and Project surrounds will be engaged to
offset noise sources contributing to potential cumulative impacts”.
A.62

Further technical concerns include:
(a) the lack of noise monitoring from reference plant FSRUs;
(b) whether the construction noise impacts in Crib Point (and along the pipeline
route) are solely from the construction site or also consider noise emanating
from the construction laydown areas which in the case of Crib Point is closer to
the Crib Point township;
(c) the basis for the residual risk rating for Risk ID NV9, with the rating reducing
from Medium to Low, with it unclear how MM-NV12 and MM-NV13 additional
mitigation measures will actually reduce noise and effect the risk rating
reduction;
(d) the report refers to a 115dBA sound power level for a moored LNG carrier and
also comments on some older carriers potentially being noisier (p. 114). However,
the formal noise modelling inputs provided in Table 72 do not appear to reflect
this, with a much lower sound power level at below 110dbA;
(d) the sound power levels documented in Table 72, the FSRU, LNG carrier and
Tugboat exhaust spectra do not add up to the indicated overall Aweighted
Sound Power levels;
(e) there is a very high reliance on high performance attenuators for the FSRU
and LNG Carrier exhaust stacks. Accordingly, the use of the proposed
attenuator should be verified and confirmed as a feasible requirement on the
FSRU and all incoming LNG carrier exhaust stacks. It is unclear if the attenuator
is a standard feature of the FSRU and all incoming LNG carriers.

FI.23

The Noise & Vibration Assessment should be updated to address the concerns
itemised above in A.62 and confirmation that all FSRU and LNG carrier exhaust
stacks can feasibly incorporate the stated level of attenuation.

Transport (Chapter 15)
A.63

It is considered that The Transport Impact Assessment (TIA) in the EES is
inadequate in terms of data collection, analysis and findings to enable a proper
assessment of the traffic and transport impacts of the Project on the local
transport network and their acceptability or otherwise. Key concerns include:

(a) the traffic volume data appears to have been ‘estimated’ with no verification
by actual count data at critical locations which either have a high accident
history or are expected to carry the majority of the construction traffic;
(b) the lack of detail about the anticipated distribution of traffic to and from the
Project site;
(c) the review of accidents in the TIA does not provide a particularly meaningful
analysis of accidents within proximity of the Project so as to enable an
assessment of the likelihood of further accidents as a result of increased traffic
associated with the Project and potential mitigation measures to reduce the
risk of such accidents;
(d) the review of accidents omits discussion or study of intersections proximate
to the Project where there have been 4 or more accidents including the Denham
Road/Frankston Flinders roundabout which is proposed to be used for
stockpiling and other activities during the construction phase of the Project;
(e) the absence of any proposed mitigation measure such as a road safety audit
to ensure the safe crossing of a passively controlled level crossing, west of
Frankston-Flinders Road between Marine Parade and Denham Road, proposed
to be used for construction purposes;
(f) the EES does not identify whether upgrade of the level crossing on
FrankstonFlinders Road (between Reid Parade and Lady Nelson Parkway) is
necessary to accommodate the Project.
(g) the lack of detail regarding the Nitrogen Transport Plan to enable Council to
consider land use planning issues and the need for any road upgrades along the
proposed route.
FI.24

The TIA should be updated to address the concerns itemised above in A.63.

Safety, hazard and risk (Chapter 16)
A.64

It is considered that Safety, hazard and risk assessment in the EES is
inadequate, lacks transparency and does not reflective true risks. Key concerns
include:
(a) limited consideration of potential bushfire risks – both off-site fires affecting
the Crib Point Jetty facilities and those facilities affecting the adjacent
bushland. Significant bushfires are not unheard of in in the immediate vicinity of
the Crib Point Jetty with major bushfires occurring in the Summer of 2015 and
2016 destroying large parts of Warringe Park and bushland southwards towards
the former BP site with fires metres away from the storage tanks, the Maritime
Museum and houses along the Esplanade and Wooley’s RoadCrib Point ;
(b) underplaying of the risks of collisions of LNG tankers within Western port
(both with other commercial vessels and recreational craft);
(c) a lack of sensitivity analysis of alternative scenarios with increased
frequency or severity of collisions, spills and leaks;

(d) the risks of BLEVE explosions and catastrophic fires – noting that history
shows that even with control systems and procedures in place major disasters
and events can occur – such as the Buncefield explosion in England in
December 2005.
FI.25

The Safety, Hazard and Risk Assessment should be updated to address the
concerns itemised above in A.64 above.

Socio-Economic effects (Chapters 18 and 19)
A.65

It is considered that socio-economic effects considered in the Social and
Business chapters are not balanced and over emphasis and potential benefits
of the Project. It is particularly noted that, job creation during the operational
phase of the Project will be limited with only 40 full-time employees with the
majority of those specialised workers employed by the Third Party FSRU
operator who will be rostered and fly in-fly out. Accordingly, local job
opportunities will extremely limited and with only a few permanent local jobs
created.

A.66

There is no independent expert assessment of the economic benefits of the
project to the local community nor its business case. The scope of the business
assessment is limited and does not account for the potential indirect adverse
effects on the tourism and recreation (i.e. fishing, sailing, kayaking, surfing)
sector which is one of the most significant employment sectors around
Westernport. There is widespread community concern that the project will
adversely affect visitor numbers to the Westernport area (inclusive of Philip and
French Island) yet little or no regard has been given to this concern within the
EES.

A.67

It is unclear if any consideration has been given to potential effects on ADF
activities occurring at HMAS Cerebus?

FI.26

The Business Assessment should be updated to include an assessment of the
business case and benefits to the local Westernport economy and also consider
potential effects of the tourism sector around Westernport within the updated
EES.

FI.27

Clarification and information on any potential effects of ADF activities at HMAS
Cerebus should be included in the updated EES.

Works Approval (Annex VIII of the EES)
A.68

Section 4 of the WAA (Annex VIII of the EES) reports the Environmental
performance and track record of AGL. Information is limited, with the WAA
documentation providing links to AGL’s annual reports and sustainability

performance. This is considered inadequate and assumes that the reader of the
EES has access to the internet (which is not the case within the local
Westernport community) and can view and find the requisite information on
those weblinks. This critical information, a summary of the performance and
track record including any notices and fines should have been provided within
the WAA text or an appendix to it.
A.69

Chapter 12 Water of the WAA considers the effects of the proposed wastewater
discharges from the FRSU in particular the effect of a daily discharge of
312,000m3 cooler water being released in the continuous open loop scenario as
well as chlorinated water. It would have been useful if a literature review of the
recorded effects of such discharges from any other FSRU or similar marine
discharges had been provided to validate the modelling results and
assessments.

FI.28

A summary of and further information on track record should be provided in the
updated EES.
A literature review of the recorded results of monitoring of other FSRU and other
marine discharges should have been undertaken and its results presented.

FI.29


Appendix B: Grounds for refusal
B.1

This Appendix to my submission, lists the significant fundamental issues with
the Project which I objectively consider are grounds for refusing the Project and
its approvals, and which cannot be rectified by the provision of further
information as identified in Appendix A. The substantiating details behind these
fundamental issues is presented in the Appendix A, with the exception of (c) and
are not replicated here for brevity
(a) a lack of project need
(b) assessment of alternative sites
(c) is inconsistent with the Environment Protection Principles of the EP Act and
the Principles of Ecological Sustainable Development of the Commonwealth’s
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act
(d) the Project will enable and be indirectly responsible for 7.2% of the State’s
GHGE – which is a significant amount and severely hinder the ability to meet the
State’s net zero emissions target by 2050
(e) fails to comply with SEPP (Waters)
(f) will create significant risks of marine accidents and spills within Westernport
Bay which would affect its protected wildlife
(g) will create and introduce significant safety hazards and risks to Crib Point
(h) industrialisation of Westernport Bay which could affect the recreation and
tourism sectors of Westernport Bay (including French and Philip Islands)
(i) the lack of benefits to the local community which will be unduly affected and
harmed by the Project.

Inconsistency with Environment Protection Principles of the EP Act (1970) and
the Principles of Ecological Sustainable Development (from the
Commonwealth’s Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999)
B.2

As part of the works approval application process the application needs to
demonstrate that the proposed works are consistent with the Environment
Protection Principles of the Environment Protection Act 1970. Failure to do are
reasons for refusal of the application.

B.3

The WAA (Attachment VIII of Volume 1 of the ES), noticeable does not include a
section discussing how the Application is considered to be consistent with the
Environment Protection Principles and Ecological Sustainable Development,
albeit it some consideration is given in Chapter 24 of the ES..

B.4

In reviewing the Project it is very hard to see how it and in particular WAA is
consistent with either set of Principles, in particular those principles which are
most relevant to this Project, namely:

“1B Principle of integration of economic, social and environmental
considerations 3
(1) Sound environmental practices and procedures should be adopted as a
basis for ecologically sustainable development for the benefit of all human
beings and the environment.
(2) This requires the effective integration of economic, social and
environmental considerations in decision making processes with the need to
improve community well-being and the benefit of future generations.
(3) The measures adopted should be cost-effective and in proportion to the
significance of the environmental problems being addressed.”
B.5

As set out in this submission, there are considered a series of significant
fundamental flaws and failures in the EES, including the assessment of
alternative sites where economic drivers have principally driven the selection of
the Crib Point site. Under Publication 1565 ‘Application of environment
protection principles to EPA's approvals process’ (2014). Principle 1B aims to
optimise the outcome of available trade-offs or compromises between
competing concerns and values, and assist in reaching a balanced decision,
rather than provide the absolute maximum level of protection of the
environment. It requires the effective integration of economic, social and
environmental considerations in decision making processes with the need to
improve community wellbeing and the benefit of future generations. A proposal
that may generate significant external economic and social impacts,
consideration needs to be given first to whether the proposal is consistent with
statutory policy (SEPPs), and how likely is it to cause an environmental hazard
first before broader economic and social issues are taken into account. The
principle does not require EPA to balance the financial viability of a proposal
with broader economic, social and environmental concerns. It is the overall
impact of a proposal on society and the environment (rather than the
applicant) that is of primary interest in applying principle 1B.Economic and
social considerations under the principle are only to be factored in where it is
considered environmental protection and compliance with State Environment
Protection Policies have been met – which are not. Accordingly, it is considered
that the Project is inconsistent with Principle 1B.

B.6

Additionally, it is relevant to consider the Judgement4 of Justice Preston in the
Gloucester Resources Limited v Minister for Planning [2019] [aka the Rocky Hill
Coal Project] case heard in the New South Wales Land and Environment Court
and in particular paragraphs 686 to 699 on ‘Balancing the benefits and the

3

Equivalent Ecological Sustainable Development Principle Commonwealth’s Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Act (1999) is s 3A(a)
4
https://www.caselaw.nsw.gov.au/decision/5c59012ce4b02a5a800be47f#_Toc431221

impacts of the mine’. These paragraphs are provided in full in Appendix B to this
submission. Key aspects and implications are discussed below:
There is a need “to balance the public interest in approving or disapproving
the Rocky Hill Coal Project, having regard to the competing economic and
other benefits and the potential negative impacts the Rocky Hill Coal Project
would have if approved”:
The Rocky Hill Coal Project will yield public benefits, including economic
benefits, but it will also have significant negative impacts,.., which are all
costs of the Rocky Hill Coal Project.
I find that the negative impacts of the Rocky Hill Coal Project, .., outweigh the
economic and other public benefits of the Project. Balancing all relevant
matters, I find that the Rocky Hill Coal Project is contrary to the public
interest and that the development application for the Rocky Hill Coal Project
should be determined by refusal of consent to the application.
In short, an open cut coal mine in this part of the Gloucester valley would be
in the wrong place at the wrong time. Wrong place because an open cut coal
mine in this scenic and cultural landscape, proximate to many people’s
homes and farms, will cause significant planning, amenity, visual and social
impacts. Wrong time because the GHG emissions of the coal mine and its
coal product will increase global total concentrations of GHGs at a time
when what is now urgently needed, in order to meet generally agreed climate
targets, is a rapid and deep decrease in GHG emissions. These dire
consequences should be avoided. The Project should be refused.”
B.7

Justice Preston did not accept GRL’s submission that it cannot promote a
development that addresses this coal resource and provides economic and
other benefits and also accommodate every negative impact of doing.

B.8

With regard to The Crib Point Jetty Works and Pipeline project, it is worth noting
that the Applicants through the EES’s Project’s Needs section have attempted
to argue that the Project is needed, will reduce gas prices in Victoria and benefit
all Victorians (all of which are contended by this author and many other
stakeholders) and that these benefits overcome the adverse environmental
impacts that the Applicants are trying to mitigate or argue are not significant to
warrant refusal in the EES. As highlighted in A.10-A.14 above, the adverse effects
of this Project arise due to the selection of the Crib Point Jetty site, the
Applicants have chosen for financial reasons to locate the Project in an
internationally protected wetland an area identified in policy as being of high
conservation value. Accordingly, there has been no effective integration of
economic, social and environmental considerations in decisions of the
Applicants with regards the siting of this Project. Any subsequent decision to
approve the Project or components of it, would reinforce this disparity and lack

of integration and balancing of economic, social and environmental
considerations, with the Westernport community being unequally impacted with
minimal benefits. Accordingly, it is considered that the Project is inconsistent
with Principle 1B.
“1C The precautionary principle5
(1) If there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage, lack
of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing
measures to prevent environmental degradation.
(2) Decision making should be guided by—
(a) a careful evaluation to avoid serious or irreversible damage to the
environment wherever practicable; and
(b) an assessment of the risk-weighted consequences of various options.”
B.9

As set out in this submission, there are considered to a series of significant
fundamental flaws and failures in the provision of information within the EES,
such that there remains significant uncertainty on the predicted impacts and
subsequent assessments. For example; how reliable and safe are FSRU’s in the
absence of information?; who will be the operator of the FSRU, what is their
track record? how reliable and certain are modelled results in light of the
methodological concerns identified above in Appendix A. Accordingly, it is
considered that there is sufficient uncertainty on the Project’s potential
environmental impacts to conclude that the Precautionary Principle should
apply with a threat of serious environmental damage to conclude that
measures to prevent environmental degradation should be applied – in this
instance refusing the Project.
“1D Principle of intergenerational equity6
The present generation should ensure that the health, diversity and
productivity of the environment is maintained or enhanced for the benefit of
future generations. “

B.10

5

As set out in this submission, there are considered to a series of significant
fundamental flaws and failures in the provision of information within the EES.
The lifetime of the Project spans a generation, being 20 years for the FSRU and
60 years for the pipeline. Accordingly, a decision taken now has the potential to
affect future generations and adversely affect the health, diversity and

Equivalent Ecological Sustainable Development Principle Commonwealth’s Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Act (1999) is s 3A(b)
6
Equivalent Ecological Sustainable Development Principle Commonwealth’s Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Act (1999) is s 3A(c)

productivity of the environment. Consequently, it is considered that the Project
is inconsistent with Principle 1D.
“1E Principle of conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity 7
The conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity should be a
fundamental consideration in decision making.”
B.11

As set out in this submission, there are considered a series of significant
fundamental flaws and failures in the EES, including the assessment of
alternative sites where economic drivers have principally driven the selection of
the Crib Point site. Given that the Crib Point is in an internationally designated
Ramsar Wetland and UNESCO Biosphere and habitats and endangered species
will be adversely affected by the Project, granting approval for the Project
would clearly by inconsistent with Principle 1E.
“1L Principle of accountability
(1) The aspirations of the people of Victoria for environmental quality should
drive environmental improvement.
(2) Members of the public should therefore be given—
(a) access to reliable and relevant information in appropriate forms to
facilitate a good understanding of environmental issues;
(b) opportunities to participate in policy and program development.”

B.12

As set out in this submission, there are considered a series of significant failures
and in information gaps within the EES, such that members of the public have
not been given access to reliable and relevant information in appropriate forms
to facilitate a good understanding of the environmental issues and potential
environmental impacts generated by the Project. Accordingly, the Project is
currently inconsistent with Principle 1L.



7

Equivalent Ecological Sustainable Development Principle Commonwealth’s Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Act (1999) is s 3A(d)

Appendix C: Additional observations and concerns with the
Project
C.1

As a local resident I regularly use the beaches all around the Bay, but
particularly those closest to me at Wooley’s, Jack, Somers at Balnarring. As a
trained environmental scientist I impart and share my knowledge with my
family and friends.

C.2

The northern section of Western Port Bay are internationally designated
Ramsar Wetlands and a UNESCO biosphere reserve and deserve our collective
protection now and for future generations.

C.3

The vegetation removal at Crib Point Receiving Facility in early 2020 for fire
reduction purposes, was undertaken at the end of the bushfire season, was
illegal and demonstrates a complete disregard for protection of biodiversity,
important habitat and protected species by AGL, APA and the Port of Hastings.
Communities trust in them is absent.

C.4

As a mitigation measure the Project includes the establishment of $7.5 million
community fund to be shared amongst appropriately qualifying community
projects along the entire pipeline route. This is considered by many friends and
neighbours, as well as myself as a form of bribe and is not well received or
welcomed. The real adverse effects that will or are a likely to arise cannot be
bought, to suggest otherwise is an insult. Additionally, even if the fund was
welcomed, the sum $7.5 million is too low.
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I wish to provide my support for the project. As a resident of Mornington Peninsula
Shire, I may be directly or indirectly affected by the project so have given careful
consideration to the arguments for and against the proposal. I believe climate
change is the number one issue facing the world today and we all need to do more
to reduce emissions, including moving as fast as practicable to 100% renewable
energy. My family and I have a rooftop solar system and the remaining electricity we
purchase is green energy. While gas is non-renewable it is the lesser of two evils
compared to coal. In an ideal world I would prefer AGL sponsor only solar, wind and
battery projects. However, this is the real world. Coal will remain part of the energy
mix for some time but gas will reduce our reliance on coal and is a transition source
of power until renewables can be fully utilised. In relation to the environmental
effects, I take comfort in the modern design, engineering and operation of the
proposed facilities and the fact that it will sit alongside existing infrastructure.
Unfortunately, it seems like there is a lot of “not in my backyard sentiment” around
this project. While we do need to balance many competing interests on the
Mornington Peninsula, Crib Point and Hastings already serve industrial purposes and
these areas are currently struggling (which has not been helped by the current
economic downturn). This project would be similar in nature to activities already
conducted at port and the surrounding areas and bring much needed investment
and jobs. Please approve this project as soon as possible. Thank you for
considering my submission. Robert Babb

