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1 September 2020

Dear ministers and parliamentary representatives
Re: Proposed AGL-APA Crib Point gas import jetty and pipeline project
The Phillip Island Conservation Society (PICS) strongly opposes the AGL and APA proposal to construct
and operate a gas import jetty at Crib Point on Western Port and associated gas pipeline to Pakenham.
We oppose this project—which is currently undergoing Victorian and Commonwealth environmental
assessments—on environmental, economic, and social grounds. We urge you to reject this project.
PICS considers that the project does not fit with the widely held community vision for biodiversity
conservation and sustainable development in the Western Port region, including a rapid transition to a
carbon-neutral economy. PICS also considers that the project’s environment effects statement (EES) is
an unsatisfactory basis on which to adopt private-sector energy strategies that have state and national
implications.
PICS disputes AGL’s argument that the project is necessary to fill a forecast shortfall in gas supply and
to support essential energy supply. Independent analysis this year by Northmore Gordon found that
Victoria can reduce gas consumption by more than half (98 to 113 PJ each year) by 2030, through
energy efficiency measures and fuel-switching, rendering the Crib Point project unnecessary.
Compared with the Crib Point project, this demand-side alternative offers the environmental benefits
of a more rapid transition to a low-carbon economy without negative impacts on the Western Port
region.
We provide further explanation in the attached submission on the project’s EES, which is seriously
deficient and an unsatisfactory basis on which to proceed with the project. The concerns raised in this
submission are strongly held within our community, as demonstrated by a total of over ten-thousand
submissions on the EES.

PICS seeks your urgent support in calling for this project to be rejected, and for all levels of
government to work together to rapidly pursue safe energy alternatives that will lead to long-term
reductions in the cost of energy without threatening the environment or exacerbating climate change.
Yours sincerely
Jeff Nottle
President Phillip Island Conservation Society

To:
The Hon. Richard Wynne MP, Minister for Planning
The Hon. Lily D’Ambrosio MP, Minister for Energy, Environment & Climate Change
The Hon. Lisa Neville MP, Minister for Water
Ms Jordan Crugnale MP, Member for Bass
The Hon. Sussan Ley MP, Minister for the Environment
The Hon. Greg Hunt MP, Member for Flinders
Mr Russell Broadbent MP, Member for Monash
CC:
CEO and councillors, Bass Coast Shire Council
CEO and councillors, Mornington Peninsula Shire Council

Phillip Island Conservation Society Inc.
PO Box 548, Cowes VIC 3922
phillipislandconservation@gmail.com
www.picsvictoria.org.au

26 August 2020

Submission re Crib Point gas import jetty and gas pipeline EES
Introduction
Phillip Island Conservation Society (PICS) was formed in 1968—one of the first grass-roots
conservation societies in the nation—with the mantra “save wildlife today for tomorrow”. A
PICS guiding principle is to recognise that Phillip Island’s unique environment is part of
Western Port, a UNESCO biosphere reserve encompassing a Ramsar wetland of
international significance.
Since then, Phillip Island conservationists have helped to create the iconic and world-class
Penguin Parade, and PICS has continued to be a voice for the preservation and
enhancement of Phillip Island’s and Western Port’s natural assets. This has occurred at the
community level, with government agencies, and at planning and environment hearings. In
2014, PICS formed the Preserve Western Port Action Group and, together, these groups
represent communities in the region and have a considerable body of knowledge about the
Western Port environment and the economy that depends on it.
PICS acknowledges and pays respect to the region’s first people, the Bunurong and Boon
Wurrung, part of the Kulin Nation, who are the traditional custodians of these lands and
waters.

PICS position
PICS strongly opposes the proposed Crib Point gas import jetty and pipeline project on
environmental, economic and social grounds. We consider that the project does not fit
with the widely held community vision for biodiversity conservation and sustainable
development in the Western Port region, including a rapid transition to a carbon-neutral
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economy. We contend that this project is not in local, Victorian or Australian economic
interests. PICS considers that the project’s environment effects statement (EES) is
seriously deficient and an unsatisfactory basis on which to adopt private-sector energy
strategies or to proceed with the approval process. The EES:


Lacks sufficient detail regarding the experience of AGL in FSRU operations and its
health, safety and environmental track record.1



Fails to credibly demonstrate the need for the project or consider feasible
alternatives as Australia transitions to renewable energy sources. 2



Lacks sufficient detail regarding consideration of alternative sites to Crib Point for
the project, including Corio.3



Lacks sufficient detail to enable adequate assessment of environmental effects over
the project’s life, including waste, decommissioning, and rehabilitation
requirements.4



Understates the magnitude of project impacts relative to those of existing human
activities in Western Port and, therefore, underestimates the cumulative
environmental effects.5



Fails to credibly demonstrate that the risks of potential environmental effects are
sufficiently investigated and understood, and appropriately assessed and
documented.



Fails to demonstrate that these environmental effects can be acceptably managed.

We are particularly concerned about project effects and EES deficiencies in the following
areas:


Greenhouse gas emissions, including direct and indirect emissions, and failure to
consider demand-side measures as an alternative to the project.



Impacts on marine ecology and biodiversity, including the internationally significant
Western Port Ramsar ecosystem, listed threatened species, and listed migratory
species.



Terrestrial impacts, particularly the extensive loss of native vegetation.



Amenity, social and economic impacts on the communities of Phillip Island and
Western Port.

1

Required in the EES main report—see EES scoping requirements section 3.2
Required—see EES scoping requirements section 3.2
3
Required—see EES scoping requirements section 3.4
4
Required in the EES project description—see EES scoping requirements section 3.3
5
Required—see EES scoping requirements section 3.1
2

Page 2 of 18

We wish to be heard at the Inquiry and Advisory Committee public hearing to elaborate on
this submission, which includes further details below to amplify the points above. Given the
size and complexity of the EES, we seek enough time to raise additional matters at the
hearing in response to further analysis, new information from the proponent, and the
submissions and evidence of others.

Environmental, economic and social context
The Phillip Island and San Remo region is the second-most tourism-dependent economy in
Australia, and much of this economy is reliant on the health of Western Port. The Phillip
Island and San Remo Visitor Economy Strategy 2035 recognises the interdependence of the
community, the natural environment, and the economy. The key to its delivery is
acknowledging that the environment is the economy of Phillip Island. One of the strategy’s
guiding principles is that Phillip Island’s and Western Port’s natural environment must not
only be preserved, but enhanced, through sustainable development and management
practices.
There is strong support for this view within the local community. Since June 2018, the Phillip
Island community has been working to become carbon neutral by 2030 through the
collaborative organisation, Totally Renewable Phillip Island, of which PICS is a member. 0n
21 August 2019, Bass Coast Shire Council declared that climate change posed serious risks to
Bass Coast and Australia and should be treated as an emergency, setting a community
target of net-zero emissions by 2030. On 18 March 2020, Bass Coast Shire Council declared
its strong opposition to the development of fossil fuel assets in Western Port and opposition
to the proposed Crib Point gas import jetty and pipeline project. Council also resolved to
advise the Premier of Victoria of its strong opposition to fossil fuel developments in Victoria
and Western Port. This month, Bass Coast Shire Council has endorsed its Climate Change
Action Plan 2020‒2030, stating that it is critical that rapid action is taken to protect our
natural assets to maintain Bass Coast’s unique environment and secure a liveable, healthy
future for our community. The plan’s vision for Bass Coast in 2030 is of a connected, zerocarbon community that lives sustainably in a healthy, regenerative and resilient economy,
recognising the natural environment as its most precious asset.
This sentiment echoes strongly across Western Port, as evidenced by the Mornington
Peninsula Shire Council’s strong opposition to the Crib Point gas jetty and pipeline project in
its EES submission. It notes that environmental conservation, protection against pollution
and degradation, and responding to the challenges of climate change are primary planning
concerns.
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There is strong support for the importance of conserving biodiversity and fostering
sustainable development within the wider community. This is demonstrated by the UNESCO
declaration of the Western Port Biosphere Reserve, following its 2002 nomination with the
support of federal, state and five local governments and their communities. The Western
Port region earned its status as a UNESCO biosphere reserve in recognition of its
outstanding natural values, including its Ramsar wetland of international importance.
UNESCO biosphere reserves involve local communities and interested stakeholders in
planning and management to:


Conserve biodiversity and cultural diversity.



Foster economic development that is socio-culturally and environmentally
sustainable.



Support conservation and sustainable development through research, monitoring,
education and training.

UNESCO describes biosphere reserves as “learning places for sustainable development”:
“They are sites for testing interdisciplinary approaches to understanding and
managing changes and interactions between social and ecological systems, including
conflict prevention and management of biodiversity. They are places that provide
local solutions to global challenges. Biosphere reserves include terrestrial, marine
and coastal ecosystems. Each site promotes solutions reconciling the conservation of
biodiversity with its sustainable use.” 6

Detailed comments on the EES
Sections highlighted in green are deficiencies that PICS considers must be addressed before
the EES process can proceed.

AGL’s track record
AGL has a history of receiving penalties for pollution events, safety incidents and noncompliance with regulations, resulting in fines of more than $7 million since 2003. This
record should be disclosed fully in the EES, rather than hidden behind three web links to
annual and sustainability performance reports.7

6
7

https://en.unesco.org/node/314143
EES chapter 1, p. 1-2
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Given this history of infringements and AGL’s apparent lack of experience in FSRU operation,
PICS questions whether AGL is fit to operate the FSRU.

Need for the project and feasible alternatives
The EES states that the project:


Is necessary to fill the shortfall in gas supply predicted from 2024 and to support
essential energy supply to enable Victoria’s energy security and continued economic
development.8



Would assist in Victoria’s transition to a low-carbon economy and increased energy
efficiency (including reduced usage).9



Would place downward pressure on gas prices.10

PICS considers that the analysis to support these statements lacks independent review and
fails to meet the EES requirement to consider feasible alternatives capable of substantially
meeting the project objectives that may also offer environmental or other benefits.11 PICS is
particularly concerned that the EES fails to acknowledge the role of demand reduction as an
alternative to manage the forecast shortfall in gas supply. A March 2020 report by
Northmore Gordon found that Victoria can reduce gas consumption by more than half (98
to 113 PJ each year) by 2030, rendering the Crib Point gas import project unnecessary.12 The
report demonstrated that adoption of gas demand reduction measures, such as energy
efficiency and fuel switching, could eliminate the forecast shortfall, with the exception of
2028 which had a minor 6.5 PJ modelled shortfall. Compared with the Crib Point project,
this demand-side alternative offers the environmental benefits of a more rapid transition to
a low-carbon economy without negative impacts on the Western Port region.
Alternative demand-side measures should be fully investigated before the EES process
proceeds.

Consideration of alternative sites
The EES states that Corio and some other sites were not shortlisted as alternatives for the
project based on initial screening criteria.13 It provides no assessment against these criteria.
8

EES chapter 2, section 2.2, p. 2-2
EES chapter 2, section 2.1, p. 2-1
10
EES executive summary, p. ES-2
11
Required in the main report—see EES scoping requirements section 3.2
12
Northmore Gordon (2020) Victorian Gas Market–Demand Side Measures to Avoid Forecast Supply Shortfall
http://environmentvictoria.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Vic-Gas-Market-Demand-Side-Study-FinalReport-1.pdf
13
EES chapter 2, section 2.5.2, p. 2-26
9
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Recently, however, Viva Energy announced a competing FSRU proposal to be sited at Corio,
with claims that the site is more suitable than Crib Point.
Further explanation of the rejection of Corio as an alternative site should be provided
before the EES process proceeds.

Environmental effects associated with project life, including waste and
decommissioning
The EES is required to describe the project in sufficient detail to allow an understanding of
all components, processes and development stages, and to enable assessment of their likely
potential environmental effects.14 This includes details in the project description of waste
and any decommissioning and rehabilitation arrangements.
However, the EES does not make clear the extent and environmental impacts of waste
created by the project. For example, the project description does not disclose the large
volume of oily waste produced by the FSRU during project operation.15 This information is
buried in the marine technical report, which states:
“It is expected that up to 25 tonnes of sludge would be generated per month from
marine diesel oil and lube oil purifiers, as well as oil residue from drain, drip trays, oil
separators and sludge units from ongoing operation of the FSRU. This sludge and
waste oil would be collected by a licenced contractor and disposed of at a licenced
facility for treatment and reuse/disposal by a licenced contractor.” 16
Other sections of the EES fail to fulfil the requirement to address the nature and volume of
this FSRU waste. Transport sections do not account for the truck traffic required for its
removal.17 The section intended to address operational waste streams fails to acknowledge
the volume of waste, give details of the treatment required or whether reuse is possible to
any extent, or address the impacts of its treatment and disposal (including on transport
emissions and the capacity of suitable licensed facilities).18
A comprehensive assessment of the potential environmental effects resulting from the
generation, storage, treatment, transport and disposal of FSRU waste must be provided

14

Required—see EES scoping requirements section 3.3
EES chapter 4, section 4.8.2, p. 4-50
16
EES Technical Report A (marine biodiversity impact assessment), p. 398
17
EES chapter 15 and Technical Report J
18
EES chapter 10, section 10.8.2, p. 10-25
15

Page 6 of 18

before the EES process proceeds.19 The proposed operational life of 20 years or more20 must
be taken into account in the assessment, since Victoria’s capacity to dispose of waste is
finite.
The EES states that project decommissioning will be the subject of a separate environmental
assessment, and decommissioning of the pipeline may involve an abandonment plan.21 PICS
would like to know what this entails.
The environmental impacts of decommissioning, including rehabilitation requirements,
should be fully disclosed before the EES process proceeds.

Cumulative environmental effects
The EES portrays Western Port as a busy, dredged, degraded port22, perhaps to create the
false impression that the additional environmental effects of the Crib Point gas import
project will be insignificant. It overstates existing ship traffic, understates the magnitude of
project impacts relative to those of existing human activities in Western Port, and
downplays the likely cumulative environmental effects.
The magnitude of additional project impacts is substantial, with an increase in shipping of
up to 41 percent or more. LNG carriers are large ships of roughly 300 metres in length—
much larger than vessels that typically visit Western Port—and each carrier requires a pilot
and four large tugs, adding to total vessel movements.23 On top of this, the permanently
moored FSRU will be in continuous operation, even when not regasifying its cargo. This
amounts to a significant increase in the risk of unacceptable environmental effects on
Western Port, including risk of introducing marine pests; risk of accidents and spills; scour
and turbidity from vessel wash; noise, air and light pollution; risk of striking whales; and risk
of long-term ecosystem damage due to the intake of up to 450 million litres of seawater per
day by the FSRU, with consequent entrainment of marine life and discharge of cooled,
chlorinated wastewater.
Existing ship traffic overstated
The number of visiting ships is reported inconsistently in various places within the EES,
making it difficult to get an accurate sense of the average number of ships that visit the Port
of Hastings each year. The EES cites annual averages ranging from approximately 100 to 150
19

Required—see EES scoping requirements section 4.6
EES chapter 1, section 1.5, p. 1-5
21
EES chapter 4, section 4.7, p. 4-49
22
EES Technical Report A, pp. 211-214
23
EES chapter 4, fig. 4-1, p. 4-3
20
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ships.24 This vague and inconsistent reporting is either sloppy or a deliberate attempt to
portray the port as busier than the reality. To clarify this, PICS provides Table 1 below, which
shows the annual number of ship visits reported by the Port of Hastings Development
Authority for the five years to FY2019. The EES states that up to 40 LNG carriers would visit
Crib Point per year to deliver cargo to the FSRU.25 Based on the current annual average of
97.4 visiting ships (see Table 1), the project will create a substantial increase in shipping of
up to 41 percent.
Table 1: Annual ship visits to Port of Hastings
Financial year 14/15

15/16

16/17

17/18

18/19

Average

Ship visits

111

100

95

109

97.4

72

Source: Port of Hastings Development Authority annual reports

Project shipping impacts and risks may be understated
The EES provides inadequate detail on shipping operations to accurately assess these risks
and potential environmental effects. Firstly, it fails to disclose the assumptions made when
estimating the maximum number of ship visits to import 160 PJ of LNG, leading PICS to
question whether the increase in shipping may be higher than stated. Secondly, it provides
no detail on how visiting LNG carriers will be managed and the implications for use of the
shipping anchorage off Cowes and Rhyll.
PICS questions whether the EES underestimates the number of ships that would visit the
Crib Point gas import operation per year. The EES states that to import a maximum of 160 PJ
of gas per year will require approximately 40 LNG carriers, depending on carrier capacity,
which varies from 140,000 m3 to 170,000 m3. 26
Using the numbers in the EES27, if 12 ships are needed to transport 45 PJ initially, then 42
ships would be needed to transport 160 PJ. However, depending upon the capacity of the
LNG carriers assumed when calculating annual shipping numbers in the EES, it could be that
even more ships are required to transport 160 PJ. If the EES has calculated that 12 carriers
are needed to transport 45 PJ using the largest capacity of ship, as many as 51 smaller
carriers might be needed to transport 160 PJ. So, should we expect 40, 42 or even 51 LNG
carriers to visit per year?

24

EES chapter 1, section 1.6.1, p. 1-7; EES chapter 6, section 6.3.13, p. 6-60; Technical Report A, section 5.13,
pp. 212-213
25
EES chapter 4, section 4.6, p. 4-6
26
EES chapter 4, section 4.6, p. 4-6
27
EES chapter 4, section 4.6, p. 4-6
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While it may not be possible to anticipate the exact capacity of carriers that will deliver the
cargo, the EES should at least state the assumed capacity used to calculate the anticipated
carrier numbers.
The EES should be revised to disclose these assumptions, and environmental effects should
be assessed using the maximum possible number of carriers per year, i.e. assuming that
they are all at the smallest end of the capacity range.
Increased use of the anchorage off Cowes and Rhyll raises the risk of impacts on the
environment and amenity, e.g. from shipping accidents and safety incidents, dragging
anchors, light spill, and noise pollution.
Further detail should be provided regarding the management of visiting LNG carriers and
use of the anchorage, including potential effects on environment and amenity, before the
EES process proceeds.

Marine effects
PICS is extremely concerned about the potential effects of the project on Western Port’s
marine ecology and biodiversity. Both the marine biodiversity impact assessment and the
terrestrial biodiversity impact assessment, which covers birds, are an inadequate basis on
which to proceed with the project approval process. Fundamental problems with these
parts of the EES include:


Failure to include the baseline studies, investigations, literature reviews, and up-todate data required to fully assess environmental effects.



Underestimation of risks, including by setting ratings of likelihood and consequence
too low, and by inappropriately grouping species or life-stages of organisms
together.



Failure to include appropriate mitigation measures, or proposing mitigation
measures that, in practice, will be ineffective.



Failure to propose adequate monitoring and contingency measures.

Specific examples of each of these deficiencies are discussed below.
Entrainment
Western Port’s value as a nursery area for fish is one of the reasons for its listing as a
Ramsar site.28 The FSRU would take in up to 450 million litres of seawater per day to run its

28

EES Technical Report A, p. 337
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heat exchange system. The proposed intake and 10 cm x 10 cm grille are designed such that
larger organisms could avoid entrainment in the current (0.15 m/s), but plankton, fish eggs
and larvae may not.29
The EES has assessed the risk of entrainment of marine life with surveys of plankton, fish
eggs and larvae combined with hydrodynamic modelling. The EES referral document
(published prior to the decision to require the EES) recommended a literature review of the
effects of plankton entrainment in semi-enclosed marine ecosystems to provide guidance
on the long-term ecosystem implications. This has not been completed, possibly because
the information is not available. This is an experiment on the ecological character of the
Western Port Rasmar site, and we can only rely on the surveys and hydrodynamic modelling
to predict the ecosystem effects.
Unfortunately, the surveys and modelling cannot fully assess the impact. Fish egg
abundance peaks in August, and this coincides with the maximum rate of regasification and
entrainment due to peak gas demand in winter months. The EES states that the eggs of
most pelagic species float, so an intake two metres below the water surface will avoid
entraining these, but the eggs of other species may still be entrained. It states that there is
no scientific method to determine the species of these eggs and therefore the impact of
entrainment, and no means to mitigate the entrainment of these eggs is proposed. 30
The EES also understates the entrainment risk for fish eggs during the peak winter
regasification/entrainment period because it groups them with fish larvae, which are most
abundant in spring and summer.31 PICS considers that the risk assessment for fish egg
entrainment in winter should be separated from the risk assessment for larvae. The winter
risk rating for entrainment of fish eggs should be raised from low to medium. Because the
effects of fish egg entrainment cannot be fully understood, regasification should be limited
to the average rate in August (two out of three regasification trains) to reduce the risk of
entrainment. (This is the same mitigation measure suggested to reduce the risk for
entrainment of larvae in their months of peak abundance in spring and summer.)
The EES should not proceed until:


The risk evaluation for fish egg entrainment in August is revised, and a mitigation
measure is introduced that limits regasification to the average rate in August.

29

EES chapter 6, section 6.6.1, p. 6-70
EES Technical Report A, p. 337
31
EES Technical Report A, pp. 337-338
30
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A detailed study is undertaken to establish the projected loss of mature fish in
Western Port, the ecosystem effects of this loss, and the likely impact on
recreational fishing.

Discharge
The discharge of residual chlorine is a key impact pathway for the project. In the absence of
a marine guideline value for residual chlorine, the proponent commissioned CSIRO to
develop a value for a 99 percent level of species protection. CSIRO produced two marine
guideline values: 2.0 μg/L for use where the chlorine concentration is relatively consistent
over time, and 6.0 μg/L for use where the concentration is intermittent or variable over
time.32 The EES has used the higher guideline value to assess the impacts of chlorinated
discharge from the FSRU. PICS questions the use of the higher guideline value, given that
the discharge will be consistent for long periods of time, particularly during the period of
peak winter gas demand.
The EES states that the discharge will create a mixing zone around the FSRU of up to five
hectares, where the levels of chlorine are higher than the guideline value of 6.0 μg/L.33
Under current regulations, State Environment Protection Policy (Waters), the EPA must not
approve a wastewater discharge into Western Port unless it has been treated to a level that
protects the beneficial uses of these high-conservation-value waters. This is an extensive
mixing zone, and PICS argues that the EPA should not permit this.
The chlorinated discharge impact assessment relies on assessing the effects of exposure to
residual chlorine concentrations as the discharge plume dilutes in seawater and chlorineproduced-oxidants decay. However, PICS is concerned that entrained marine life will be
contaminated by the higher concentrations of chlorine within the FSRU heat exchange
system and then be eaten immediately by birds and marine species aggregating at the
concentrated food source at the discharge outlets. Is this another pathway for chlorine to
accumulate in the ecosystem?
Given that the guideline values are new, the higher value has been chosen for the impact
assessment, and the discharge of wastewater to Western Port is contentious, the EES should
not proceed without independent expert review of the chlorinated discharge impact
assessment.

32
33

EES Technical Report A, section 6.5.2, pp. 262-263
EES chapter 6, section 6.9.2, p. 6-122
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Marine pests
Introduced marine pests are a high priority threat to the ecological character of the Western
Port Ramsar site.34 The EES is required to identify exotic marine organisms that are already
present or established near the project35, yet it states that there has been no baseline study
of marine pests in Western Port since 2000.36 The EES proposes to increase shipping by over
40 percent, but to fall back on existing regulations and protocols for managing the increased
risk of introducing marine pests.37 Given the scale of the increase in shipping, new
mitigation measures are required to prevent infestations.
The EES process should not proceed without a baseline study of marine pests, and a marine
pest monitoring program and contingency plan that requires eradication of any infestations
for the life of the project. The proponent should pay for this, including any clean-up
response required.
Marine noise
The EES downplays the potential impact of marine noise. It states that the Crib Point marine
environment is already artificially noisy, but it has not measured the baseline acoustic
environment.38 How can we understand the environmental effects of the Crib Point project,
including the cumulative impacts, without measuring existing conditions?
The EES should not proceed until a 12-month baseline measurement of the underwater
acoustic environment of Western Port is completed.
Light
PICS is concerned about the effects of artificial light from the FSRU, visiting LNG carriers, and
Crib Point gas receiving facility on birds, particularly the Short-tailed Shearwater during its
April-May fledging season. This EPBC-listed migratory seabird breeds at Tortoise Head on
French Island, only seven kilometres away from Crib Point, and in large colonies
approximately 20 kilometres away on Phillip Island. Its fledglings are highly vulnerable to
disruption by artificial light, and for this reason, Phillip Island bridge lights are turned off and
rescues of grounded birds commence during the fledgling migration.

34

Western Port Ramsar Site Management Plan (2017)
https://www.water.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0021/66270/Western-Port-Ramsar-Site-ManagementPlan_revised.pdf
35
Required—see EES scoping requirements section 4.2
36
EES Technical Report A, p. 210
37
EES Technical Report A, pp. 209-211
38
EES Technical Report A, Annexure I, pp. 3 & 23
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The EES states that light-spill onto Western Port from the FSRU amounts to almost half a
hectare—a 44 percent increase over existing conditions.39 This does not include light from
the 10-metre-high floodlights at the adjacent gas receiving centre, from visiting LNG
carriers, or sky-glow perceptible from long distances away.
National light pollution guidelines for wildlife state that light can disrupt migrating seabird
fledglings causing mortality and possibly interfering with their ability to navigate a return to
the rookery to breed.40 The Short-tailed Shearwater has been grounded by the effects of
artificial light sources some 15 kilometres away, and the effect of light-glow may occur at
distances greater than 20 kilometres for some species under certain environmental
conditions.41
PICS considers that it is possible for light interference from the project to have moderate
consequence for the Short-tailed Shearwater population at French Island, as defined by the
EES Environmental Risk Report, i.e. “detectable population change, with reduction in
population viability that is significant at a local level”.42 This equates to a medium risk rating.
We welcome mitigation measure MM-FF12 (migratory birds), which seeks to mitigate the
effects of operational lighting through adherence to the national light pollution guidelines
and an operational environmental management plan that includes monitoring and adaptive
management responses. However, the implementation of mitigation measure MM-FF12
raises questions. Is it possible to achieve acceptable results for light-susceptible species,
including the Short-tailed Shearwater, given that:


A minimum level of light is required for safety and security at a gas import
operation?



A large proportion of light will come from visiting LNG carriers that are not modified
to adhere to the light pollution guidelines?

This needs to be answered now under the scrutiny of the EES phase through impact
assessments based on a detailed lighting design.
The EES should not proceed without completing a detailed lighting plan that meets
minimum requirements for safety and security, and impact assessments for all susceptible
species up to 20 kilometres away, in accordance with the environment impact assessment
39

EES Technical Report B, p. 190
National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds
https://environment.gov.au/biodiversity/publications/national-light-pollution-guidelines-wildlife
41
National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds
https://environment.gov.au/biodiversity/publications/national-light-pollution-guidelines-wildlife
42
EES Attachment III, p. A-3
40
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steps outlined in the national light pollution guidelines.43 The lighting plan should specify
types of light fittings; colour temperature; light intensity; and mitigation measures during
periods of wildlife sensitivity, e.g. turning lights off during the Short-tailed Shearwater
fledging period.
Marine mammals
The EES review of marine mammals in the project area is superficial, referring to out-of-date
documents and scant data, so project environmental effects cannot be adequately assessed.
The EES should not proceed without a more comprehensive impact assessment for marine
mammals, taking into account the comments on whales and resident dolphins below.
Whales
While Western Port is not known as a breeding or aggregation area for the endangered
Southern Right Whale or vulnerable Humpback whale, these species are known to enter the
bay each winter, which coincides with the period of peak shipping proposed in the EES.
The EES presents outdated data and literature regarding whales. For example, the map of
Two Bays Whale Project sightings in Western Port omits 2018 and 2019—the two biggest
years for sightings.44 The EES also fails to address the EPBC Act recovery plan, Conservation
Management Plan for the Southern Right Whale 2011–2021.45 Australia’s south-east
Southern Right Whale population is genetically distinct from the population in south-west
Australia. Its population has failed to recover post-whaling and is estimated at less than 300
individuals. Relevant points from the conservation management plan are below:
1. Southern right whales appear to be the primary whale species involved in vessel
collisions in the southern hemisphere.
2. It is likely that this risk will increase as shipping traffic grows and the impact on an
individual, especially in south-east Australia, is likely to have a significant, potentially
population-scale effect on this small, demographically discrete population.
3. Noise may deter whales from establishing aggregations in otherwise suitable but
currently unused habitat and disrupt migratory movements, thereby preventing
individuals from using preferred habitats.

43

National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds,
p. 13. https://environment.gov.au/biodiversity/publications/national-light-pollution-guidelines-wildlife
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4. The cumulative impacts of all sources of noise interference need to be considered,
particularly in or near current and emerging aggregation areas and migration routes.
5. New forms of industry have the potential to create underwater noise and further
work on the underwater noise levels produced from these developments is needed.
6. Chronic noise exposure is primarily due to increased shipping activity, including the
use of tender vessels.
7. Shipping movements in south-eastern Australia are highest in areas that the animals
will need to expand into if the south-east population is to recover.
PICS consulted Mandy Watson, who curates the South-east Australia Southern Right Whale
Photo Identification Catalogue. Ms Watson confirmed that “Southern Right Whales frequent
sheltered bays for resting, socialising and breeding whilst using the migratory corridor and
Westernport Bay is certainly an area that is used by this species”.46 Ms Watson advised that
a precautionary approach is warranted in relation to the Crib Point gas import proposal,
since vessel strike, noise interference and habitat modification are listed as threats under
the Southern Right Whale conservation management plan.
As noted earlier, the EES contains no baseline measurement of the acoustic environment
across Western Port, so the impacts of project noise on whales cannot be fully assessed.
The risk of ships striking whales in Western Port’s channel is of concern, particularly for the
Southern Right Whale. The channel is narrow, so even if a whale had been sighted, it would
be difficult for an LNG carrier to respond and avoid collision. Unfortunately, the EES
discussion of vessel strike is oversimplistic and mathematically incorrect, understates the
risk of whale strike by LNG carriers, understates the risk of biological disturbance to the
Southern Right Whale population from whale strike, and fails to specify meaningful
mitigation measures.47
It is oversimplistic because it is based on vessel-strike figures that are likely to under-report
strikes by large ships, such as LNG carriers, since large, highly automated vessels with small
crews are likely to under-detect collisions.48
This sampling bias aside, the calculation of probability is incorrect. The EES states that there
was an average of 2.3 reported whale strikes per 60,000 vessel movements in Australia per
year from 1997 to 2015.49 This equals an average of one strike per 26,086 vessel
46

Mandy Watson, Victorian Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, personal communication,
23 October 2018.
47
EES chapter 6, section 6.6.7, p. 6-114
48
Peel, D., Smith, J., Childerhouse, S. (2018) Vessel Strike of Whales in Australia: The Challenges of Analysis of
Historical Incident Data, https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmars.2018.00069/full
49
EES chapter 6, section 6.6.7, p. 6-114

Page 15 of 18

movements—not one strike per 100,000 as stated in the EES. The proposed 40 LNG carriers
per year equates to 80 vessel movements per year—not 40 as implied in the EES—excluding
the additional tug and pilot movements required for each ship, which also present a risk.
Following the logic in the EES, this equates to the following risks of whale strike by LNG ships
visiting AGL’s gas import terminal:


1 in 326 risk per year of the operation, not 1 in 2,500 as stated in the EES.



1 in 32 risk over the minimum 10-year life of the operation.



1 in 16 risk over the potential 20-year life of the operation.

PICS is certain that there is a more sophisticated method for calculating the risks of whale
strike within the confines of the Western Port channel and in the more open waters outside
the bay. The EES should determine the most appropriate method and apply it.
The EES assesses the risk of biological disturbance to whale populations from vessel strike as
low (unlikely x minor consequence).50 This is vastly inconsistent with the risk assessment in
the Southern Right Whale conservation management plan, which is high (possible x medium
consequence). Given the difference in population size and demographics for the Southern
Right Whale and Humpback Whale, the EES should make separate calculations of risk for
each species rather than grouping them together.
We are concerned that the proposed mitigation measure to observe existing speed limits
within the channel is insufficient to reduce the risk of injury or death to whales in Western
Port. The EES states that 89 percent of strikes when a whale is seriously injured or killed
occur when the vessel is travelling at a speed greater than 14 knots, so the Port of Hastings
speed restrictions effectively reduce the risk of whale strike incidents. 51 Yet the current Port
of Hastings speed restriction from the fairway buoy to Sandy Point is 16 knots, reducing to
13 knots from Sandy Point to buoy 31 north of Crib Point. Further, EES mitigation measure
MM-ME15 (speed restrictions and master watches for whales) states that “FSRU and LNG
carriers will comply with the maximum allowed vessel speeds and comply with operational
instruction if a marine mammal is encountered”.52 However, PICS can find nothing in Port of
Hastings documents regarding procedures to be followed when whales are present,
rendering MM-ME15 is unclear.
PICS suggests that mitigation measures should be modelled on those to protect North
Atlantic Right Whales in Canada and the USA. These involve a mix of voluntary and
mandatory speed limits to 10 knots. These measures include temporary “right whale slow
50
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zones” that are imposed for a period after the species is observed, whether by sight or
acoustic receivers. If shipping is to increase in Western Port, mitigation measures should
include funding for a network of marine observers and hydrophones, revision of port and
harbour master documents to account for the risk of whale strike, and lower speed limits for
periods when whales are observed.
The EES should not proceed without a study of mitigation measures to avoid vessel strike
and chronic disturbance of whales. This study should address each of the threats outlined in
the Southern Right Whale conservation management plan.
Resident dolphins
Western Port’s dolphin population has never been surveyed. This is a resident population
that is isolated from ocean populations and, therefore, warrants protection as a component
of the biodiversity values of the Western Port Ramsar site.
The EES should not proceed without a baseline population study—a minimum of two
surveys per season over 12 months—so that project impacts can be understood and
assessed.
Monitoring program
The marine monitoring measures outlined in the EES are vaguely defined.
A detailed marine monitoring plan is required before the EES process proceeds. This plan
should provide the following information:


The physical and biological components of the marine ecosystem to be monitored.



Survey design, including sampling methods, the study area, and frequency and
duration of surveys.



Baseline sampling of each component for at least 12 months before the project
proceeds.



Arrangements for access to the baseline and monitoring data to ensure transparency
and accountability of environmental management.53

Amenity, social and economic impacts—Phillip Island
As discussed above, for Phillip Island residents, the environment is our economy. It is also
our health and well-being. Phillip Island residents and businesses would be heavily impacted
by environmental damage to Western Port. With an increase of shipping of 40 percent or
53
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more, residents and domestic and international visitors would experience a loss of
landscape and visual amenity, as well as anxiety over the potential for marine collisions,
groundings, spills and safety risks. Residents along the north coast of Phillip Island would be
affected by noise, light and air pollution. This applies particularly to residents adjacent to
the anchorage off Cowes and Rhyll, who already experience stress and sleep deprivation
with existing levels of ship traffic.
Phillip Island was omitted from the following impact assessments: landscape and visual,
noise, social, and business. The EES should not proceed without assessments of these
impacts on Phillip Island.

Conclusion
PICS urges the Victorian and Commonwealth governments to reject the project in favour of
working with the Australian energy industry and regulator to pursue feasible alternatives for
securing a safe and affordable energy supply for south-eastern Australia based on fasttracking the transition to renewables, and without harming our precious environment or
exacerbating climate change.
PICS considers that rejecting the project in pursuit of a zero-emissions future would not only
deliver genuine action on climate change, but help Victorians emerge from the current
COVID-19 crisis with a stronger, more sustainable economy.
If the Victorian and Commonwealth governments do decide to proceed with this project
approval process, it must not be done without first rectifying the fundamental flaws in the
EES, including those affecting matters of national significance. As discussed in this
submission, further baseline studies, investigations, and additional mitigation, monitoring
and contingency measures are required to assure that acceptable outcomes can be
achieved. Once this work is complete and the EES has been revised, the project approval
process should begin again with a new exhibition and inquiry process.
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