Preserve Western Port Action Group

Comments on the EPBC referral no. 2025/10224
Proposed Victorian Renewable Energy Terminal at
Port of Hastings, Victoria.

Introduction
The Preserve Western Port Action Group, PWPAG, is auspiced by the Phillip Island Conservation
Society

The Group was formed in 2014 in response to the potential threat of a container port being built in
Western Port at Hastings. The group’s mission statement is:

“To save Western Port today. For tomorrow. By providing, information, communication and support to
Phillip Island and other Western Port communities on the threat posed by the proposed expansion of
the Port of Hastings”

PWPAG was active in raising community awareness about the 2020 proposed AGL gas import
terminal at the Port of Hastings as well as the proposed container terminal in 2014.

PWPAG is opposed to the proposed Victorian Renewable Energy Terminal being constructed at the
Old Tyabb Reclamation Area (OTRA) which is located between the BlueScope Steel Wharves to the
north and the Long Island Liquid Berth to the south.

The OTRA was filled with material dredged to form a navigation channel in 1971.

(Refer Attch. 18, Fig.1). Over the intervening 54 years a beach has formed in front of the reclaimed
area. This beach and the intertidal mud flats now support wildlife including land and sea birds.

At present all loading and unloading of ships at POH is via wharves and jetties. The construction of
these wharves had, and their ongoing maintenance will have, minimal impact on the natural
environment compared to the proposed “solid” ground level concrete, steel and earth filled terminal.
The ongoing use of these other facilities, including activities at Crib Point and Stony Point, do not
require dredging unlike the proposed VRET which would require 27 hectares of dredging.

The VRET is proposed to be located within an Australian and internationally recognised Ramsar
wetland. This fact alone should be sufficient to prevent the VRET being located at the POH!

The Phillip Island Conservation Society has made a substantial submission where many concerning
aspects of the proposed VRET are addressed. PWPAG will concentrate its comment on its concerns
about the construction and industrial aspects of the proposed VRET which are described in
Attachment 18.

Attached to this document are 3 photos of the beach at the proposed VRET site (May 2025)



Comments on:
Attachment 18 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES AND DESIGN DEVELOPMENT

10.1 Terminal layout

The Land backed quay wall with reclamation Option was selected from 9 options as the preferred
Option. The reasons are that it is the only option that met the functional requirements and is not
expected to have an unacceptable impact on the ecological character of the Western Port Ramsar
site. This is despite this Option requiring more dredging than Options 6, 7 and 8.

10.2. Quay wall

Design Option 2, “twin wall quay wall, is selected as the preferred retaining structure due to its lesser
dredging requirements, thereby reducing potential adverse impacts on sea grass, a critical component
on the Western Port Ramsar wetland site’s ecological character”.

But this Option will only reduce the potential adverse impacts. There will still be adverse impacts on
sea grass including increased turbidity and light attenuation. These impacts will decrease sea grass
productivity. .

10.3 Ground improvement and 10.4 Pavement

Different Options were considered including Surcharging, Dynamic Compaction, Mass/Deep Soll
Mixing and Mudcrete. A “blended approach” was preferred.

The Conclusion claims that, amongst other reasons, this will be “environmentally conscious”.
Mudcrete however contains a large proportion of cement that will be a long term contaminate if mixed
into the earth.

10.5 Dredging

Dredging is one of the main threats to the Western Port Ramsar site. The technical Report in
Attachment 17 states “Dredging activities generate suspended sediment plumes which are
transported by coastal processes (dispersion is predominately driven by tidal currents)”.

It also states “In all dredge scenarios, the general extent of the plumes are confined to the western
shore line due to the strong tidal currents in the main channel flowing in the north-south axis”. The
technical Report includes modelling of dredge induced suspended sediment concentrate (SSC) based
on current tidal flow rates and patterns as well as the assumed dredge volumes. However, in the
future changes to the natural and induced flows and patterns may change and these could affect the
resulting quantity and extent of long term sedimentation.

Various different Options for dredging were assessed. Option 1b, Medium backhoe, was selected for
efficiency and minimal plume generation. Royal Haskoning DHV consultants, in Technical Report
Attachment 17, recommend that a silt curtain be employed around the dredger as additional
mitigation.

Dredging will be carried out 24/7 continuous over a minimum period of 4.8 months. This is
unacceptable in a fragile marine environment and a Ramsar wetland site.

Suspended solids from the proposed dredging will gradually settle on the seabed and decrease sea
grass productivity. Major dredging occurred around the Port of Hastings in 1971. The impacts were
visible in Western Port for decades and conditions have only recently returned to pre-1971 dredging
conditions.

10.6 Swing basin location

Option 1, Swing basin Offset from centre berth, was selected from the four Options.

All four options would require dredging to widen and deepen the swing basin and the approach
channel.

Quay wall and berth pocket
The excavation for the quay wall requires dredging to a depth of 13.9 metres to create a foundation
for the Twin walled piled quay wall structure.



Storm water management

The preferred storm water solution is Option 3, Direct coastal storm water outlets.

Option 1, Storm water detention, was not preferred even though the Environmental impacts would be
less than for Option 1. The reason given for this is that Option 1, Storm water Detention, would require
additional reclamation. This appears to be an admission of design compromise caused by the
restricted nature and location of the site. Historically and currently, Melbourne Water usually
recommends a detention system which “Helps mitigate flooding, reduces erosion and improves water
quality”. It is not stated whether Melbourne Water made this recommendation for the VRET storm
water system in this case. The recommendations of the EPA and Mornington Peninsula Shire Council
are also not noted.

Conclusion statement

Preserve Western Port Action group has studied the Referral documents, participated in Community
workshops with the VRET team and has visited the proposed site, at the Old Tyabb Reclamation Area,
by land and sea.

We are of the opinion that the revised VRET design remains unacceptable and that the proposed site
is unsuitable for such a disruptive and heavy industry development.

Should the minister decide that the revised proposal proceed further, we ask that the proposal be
assessed as a controlled action under the EPBC act.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this EPBC referral.

Preserve Western Port Action Group.
15" July 2025



ATTACHMENT:
3 photos of the beach at the proposed VRET site
Photos:PWPAG May 2025

View to French Island from the beach at the proposed VRET site
Photo: PWPAG May 2025



View north to BlueScope Steel Wharves from the beach at the proposed VRET site
Photo: PWPAG May 2025



View south to the Long Island Liquid Berth from the beach at the proposed VRET site
Photo: PWPAG May 2025



