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Business Case 

Summary 
 

  

Situation analysis 

The One Mile Jetty is a heritage listed timber jetty that began construction in 1897 and was key to 

the development of the economy of the town of Carnarvon and the surrounding Gascoyne region. 

The Jetty was also the departure point for Aboriginal people proceeding to the Lock Hospitals of 

Dorre and Bernier Islands off the coast of Carnarvon. It is located in the Carnarvon Heritage 

Precinct which includes the One Mile Jetty Interpretive Centre as well as a Railway Museum, 

Shearing Hall of Fame, and Light House Keepers Cottage. 

The One Mile Jetty is one of the major pieces of economic and social infrastructure in Carnarvon, 

and the broader Gascoyne region. The history of the One Mile Jetty is extensive, tracing back to 

the Federation of Australia. The structure and associated infrastructure is listed in the State 

Register of Heritage Places. 

Box ES 1 One Mile Jetty entry into State Register of Heritage Places 

One Mile Jetty and Tramway, a timber jetty and light railway, has cultural heritage significance for the 

following reasons: 

― a place of this scale, demonstrating an integrated process developed to deal with extreme 

transport hardships, is rare in early ship to land transferral systems in Australia; 

― the place has visual landmark qualities highly valued by the people of Carnarvon and of the 

Gascoyne region of Western Australia; 

― the place has a strong commercial association and familiarity with the people of Carnarvon and 

the Gascoyne region; 

― the 1899-1900 construction is representative of the work of the wellknown contractors, Atkins 

and Law; 

― the place contains major surviving evidence of turn of the century Public Works Department of 

Western Australia timber jetty design and construction techniques; and, 

― it is a valued recreational asset to the community. 

Source: Heritage Council 

Over time, the One Mile Jetty has progressively deteriorated into disrepair, culminating in a 

decision of the State Government to demolish the jetty structure and recover the heritage timbers in 

late 2021. 

In October 2007 a deliberately-lit fire resulted in the destruction of around 70 metres of the jetty, 

one kilometre into the structure (from the land side terminus). This resulted in the closure of the 

jetty to public access beyond this point. In August 2017, and following the provision of the MP 

Rogers and Associates report referred to in the previous section, the State Government took a 

decision to close the jetty to the public due to immediate risks to safety. 
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Finally, a significant tidal event and storm surge associated with Cyclone Seroja in 2021 caused 

extensive damage to the remaining structural members of the One Mile Jetty which were in the 

ocean. This led to the Department of Transport recommending the One Mile Jetty be demolished 

and as much of the timber material which was submerged in the ocean be removed, so as to 

reduce the risk to public safety. The timber materials recovered during this operation are not 

expected to be able to be used for structural purposes. 

The decision to demolish the original One Mile Jetty structure and recover the heritage timbers for 

future non-structural use has come to be known as Stage 1 of a broader redevelopment project. 

The delivery of the State Government’s $4.5 million election commitment to re-open the One Mile 

Jetty has come to be known as Stage 2 of the redevelopment. 

Future consideration of the next stage of redevelopment, aimed at restoring as much of the One 

Mile Jetty’s historical and heritage significance as possible, is now known as Stage 3 of the 

redevelopment. Stage 3 of the redevelopment is the subject of this business case. 

Options assessment 

ACIL Allen and BMT Group worked with the Gascoyne Development Commission and the One Mile 

Jetty Working Group to develop and implement and Options Assessment for Stage 3 of the One 

Mile Jetty Redevelopment Project. The methodology is based on a multicriteria assessment of what 

are ultimately 10 options, plus a Do Nothing case (ie stop the redevelopment at Stage 2). The 

Options Assessment is designed to objectively rank the 11 case options against each other, with 

the two highest scoring options progressing to a Benefit Cost Assessment. 

The ten build options considered in the multicriteria assessment are introduced below. The 

diagrams presented are indicative only, with more detailed design drawings developed for the two 

shortlisted options at the end of this section. The 11th option, a “Do Nothing” case where the One 

Mile Jetty Redevelopment Project ends at Stage 2, was carried through as a basis for comparison 

to the shortlisted build options. 

The options provide both low and high capital intensity options for consideration, with a capital 

expenditure range of between $5.5 million and $19.3 million estimated. In general, the longer and 

more feature-packed the option, the higher the associated capital expenditure. This introduces a 

trade-off between financial considerations and functional uses of the infrastructure; in general, low 

cost options provide more limited recreational opportunities than higher cost options. 

Table ES 1 Overview of One Mile Jetty Stage 3 options for consideration 

Diagram Details 

 

Option 1 

Waterline Length 

Walking Only 

No Terminal Structure 

Capital cost: $5.5 million 
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Diagram Details 

 

Option 2 

Waterline Length 

Walking Only 

End Platform 

Capital cost: $8.3 million 

 

 

Option 3 

Waterline Length 

Train Capacity 

No Terminal Structure 

Capital cost: $5.9 million 

 

 

Option 4 

Waterline Length 

Train Capacity 

End Platform 

Capital cost: $8.3 million 

 

 

Option 5 

Full Length 

Walking Only 

No Terminal Structure 

Capital cost: $9.9 million 
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Diagram Details 

 

Option 6 

Full Length 

Walking Only 

End Platform 

Capital cost: $12.9 million 

 

 

Option 7 

Full Length 

Train Capacity 

No Terminal Structure 

Capital cost: $10.6 million 

 

 

Option 8 

Full Length 

Train Capacity 

End Platform 

Capital cost: $13.6 million 

 

 

Option 9 

Full Length 

Walking Only 

Full Jetty Head Built 

Capital cost: $18.6 million 
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Diagram Details 

 

Option 10 

Full Length 

Train Capacity 

Full Jetty Head Built 

Capital cost: $19.3 million 

 

Source: ACIL Allen, with BMT Group 
 

ACIL Allen worked with the One Mile Jetty Working Group to develop the multicriteria assessment 

framework including criteria, weightings and scoring methodology. The MCA is based on 

addressing the overarching objectives as suggested by the Situation Analysis. That is, delivery of a 

next stage of the development in a cost-effective manner, while giving regard to the important role 

the jetty structure has historically played as a source of recreation. Simultaneously, it is important to 

give regard to the heritage status of the jetty structure within the broader Carnarvon Heritage 

Precinct, noting the existing precinct and State Government decision to progress Stage 2 of the 

project also achieved this objective. 

The criteria for the assessment, and their respective weightings, are introduced below: 

— Capital cost (31.5%) 

— Operating cost (9.0%) 

— Commercialisation potential (4.5%) 

— Use for walking / running (7.0%) 

— Use for fishing (21.0%) 

— Use for boating / deep water activities (7.0%) 

— Delivery of heritage features (20.0%) 

Options Assessment results 

The assessment identifies the two options which best meet the balanced objectives of Stage 3 are 

Option 10 and Option 9. However, as these two options are very similar to each other, and also 

achieved near-identical scores, ACIL Allen decided to overrule the MCA results and include Option 

4 over Option 9 in the shortlisting process. As a result, Option 10 and Option 4 are carried through 

into the shortlist analysis. 

A decision to overrule the MCA results was taken for the following reasons. 

— Option 10 and Option 9 are fundamentally the same, with the only difference being Option 10 

provides capacity to host the heritage rail service and Option 9 does not. 

— Both Option 10 and Option 9 are likely to result in similar outcomes in the Benefit Cost 

Assessment, and so taking them both through may not fully demonstrate a robust 

consideration of alternative options. 

— Option 4, as the next best scoring option, provides a staging option against Option 10, as it is 

a water line build option compared to a full length build option. 
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The short listed options are introduced in more detail in the next section. 

Option 10: Full Rebuild Including Train Capacity and Jetty Head 

In Option 10, Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty redevelopment would result in the delivery of a 

complete structural replacement of the One Mile Jetty as it was constituted prior to the demolition. 

This would provide a full length structure (~1,333 metres), with a large terminal structure and 

provide the required structural integrity for the heritage train to operate on the jetty. 

This option is the most costly from a capital cost perspective, with an indicative establishment 

capital cost of $19.3 million. This would take investment in the One Mile Jetty structure across the 

three stages of the project to over $25 million. 

However, balanced against this capital cost is that the option results in both the highest score on 

recreation attributes and heritage attributes. In this way, Option 10 could be considered the 

“ultimate” redevelopment option, in that it will provide for the recreation desires of the community 

while also meeting as many of the heritage objectives of the build as can be achieved given the 

constraints associated with accessing historic timbers. 

An indicative schematic of Option 10 is provided on the following pages. 

Option 4: Water Line Rebuild Including Train Capacity plus Platform 

In Option 4, Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty redevelopment would result in the delivery of second 

stage build which would take the jetty structure to approximately the water line. For the purposes of 

this assessment is it is assumed this would require an investment to build approximately 500 

metres of additional jetty length, to take the full structure to approximately 950 metres from its 

commencement within the Carnarvon Heritage Precinct. 

Analysis undertaken by the Department of Transport suggests the seabed in the coastal area 

surrounding the oceanic portion of the One Mile Jetty has suffered significant accretion since the 

jetty was first built. A report prepared by officers of the Department recommends that for the One 

Mile Jetty to reach a notional water line on a sustained basis (ie over a 50 year life), it should be 

built to approximately one kilometre in length.1 

This option requires a relatively low capital investment due to a shorter length, a smaller terminal 

platform, and less infrastructure being installed in deeper water. As a result the capital cost is a 

more modest $8.3 million, with a total capital investment across the three stages of the project of 

around $14 million. 

While the capital cost is lower, the lack of deep water restricts the potential for the stage of the 

development to meet the needs of the regional community. This is due to a restricted potential for 

deep water activities, and reduced capacity for fishing relative to Option 10 due to the smaller 

terminal structure. The option is also inferior from a heritage perspective as it only partially 

addresses the available heritage objectives which can be achieved. 

An indicative schematic of Option 4 is provided on the following pages. 

 

 
1 Department of Transport. 2021. Technical Note: Shoreline changes at the Carnarvon Prawning Jetty and 
One Mile Jetty [unpublished]. Provided by Department of Transport through One Mile Jetty Working Group. 
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Benefit Cost Assessment 

In order to project the net social impacts of Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty redevelopment, ACIL 

Allen has developed a Benefit Cost Assessment framework. A Benefit Cost Assessment (BCA) is a 

commonly used quantitative framework for logically analysing the social and economic costs and 

benefits of a particular policy, project or investment. 

A BCA provides a framework for analysing information in a logical and consistent way by assisting 

policymakers to determine which investment option is the most economically effective and efficient 

in achieving the desired outcomes. A BCR of less than one does not automatically preclude the 

implementation of the policy, project or investment however the business case would typically 

require strong alternate reasoning such as a clear social policy mandate. 

The basis of a BCA is simple: for a given investment proposal or policy reform, a BCA compares 

the total projected costs (including opportunity cost) to the community and economy of the 

investment or policy with the total projected benefits. This determines whether the benefits 

outweigh the costs, and by how much.  

The output of a BCA is typically expressed as a Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) where total benefits are 

divided by total costs. A BCR of greater than one indicates that the quantifiable net benefits of the 

policy, project or investment exceed the quantifiable costs. All things being equal, this suggests 

there is economic and social value in investing in the option. The reverse applies for a BCR below 

one. 

In this case, ACIL Allen’s assessment is based exclusively on a decision to invest in Stage 3 of the 

One Mile Jetty, not the net social impact of the One Mile Jetty in its totality. The costs and benefits 

are those which can be reasonably attributed to an extension of the jetty structure, and associated 

investment in a structure at the end of the jetty for use by the community. Investments in Stage 1 

(removal of heritage timbers) and Stage 2 (re-opening the jetty) are also decisions which have 

already been taken, meaning they form part of the base case in this assessment. 

Option 10: Full Rebuild Including Train Capacity and Jetty Head 

Under Option 10, the capital cost to establish the One Mile Jetty is $19.3 million. Once established, 

the facility is expected to require operations and maintenance expenditure of $27.3 million over the 

first 30 years of its life, or around $1.41 for every dollar of capital expenditure required to build the 

infrastructure. 

Once built, ACIL Allen estimates Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty under this option will generate a 

total of $31.1 million worth of socioeconomic over the first 30 years of its operating life. The majority 

of the benefit comes in the form of increased regional visitor expenditure ($16.8 million), followed 

by restoration of part of the heritage value of the One Mile Jetty ($4.6 million), use for recreational 

fishing ($3.9 million), sustainable regional employment ($3.3 million) and recreational boating ($2.4 

million). 

Overall, taking into account the benefits and costs as estimated, an investment in Option 10 

delivers a net cost of $15.4 million in nominal terms over the 30 year modelling period, for a 

Benefit Cost Ratio of 0.67. This implies that for every dollar of expenditure required to deliver the 

facility, there is a net social cost of $0.33. 

On a discounted basis (using a 7% discount rate), taking into account the opportunity cost of 

capital, ACIL Allen estimates an investment in Option 10 delivers a net cost of $17.0 million over 

the 30 year modelling period, for a Benefit Cost Ratio of 0.40. This implies that for every dollar of 

expenditure required to deliver the facility, there is a net social cost of $0.60. 

A summary of the net benefit in discounted terms is presented below (Figure ES 1). 
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Figure ES 1 Benefit Cost Assessment Summary, Option 10, PV terms (7% discount rate) 

 

Source: ACIL Allen 

 

Option 4: Water Line Rebuild Including Train Capacity plus Platform 

Under Option 4, the capital cost to establish the One Mile Jetty is $8.7 million. Once established, 

the facility is expected to require operations and maintenance expenditure of $14.1 million over the 

first 30 years of its life, or around $1.62 for every dollar of capital expenditure required to build the 

infrastructure. This is higher than for Option 10 due to the fixed costs associated with operations 

and maintenance being the same across both options. 

Once built, ACIL Allen estimates Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty under this option will generate a 

total of $17.3 million worth of socioeconomic benefits over the first 30 years of its operating life. The 

majority of the benefit comes in the form of increased regional visitor expenditure ($8.4 million), 

followed by use for recreational fishing ($3.9 million), sustainable regional employment  

($3.3 million), and restoration of part of the heritage value of the One Mile Jetty ($1.6 million). 

There is no recreational boating benefit as it is assumed this activity will not be able to be 

undertaken with a partially reconstructed jetty. 

Overall, taking into account the benefits and costs as estimated, an investment in Option 4 delivers 

a net cost of $5.5 million in nominal terms over the 30 year modelling period, for a Benefit 

Cost Ratio of 0.76. This implies that for every dollar of expenditure required to deliver the facility, 

there is a net social cost of $0.24. 

On a discounted basis (using a 7% discount rate), taking into account the opportunity cost of 

capital, ACIL Allen estimates an investment in Option 4 delivers a net cost of $7.1 million over 

the 30 year modelling period, for a Benefit Cost Ratio of 0.47. This implies that for every dollar of 

expenditure required to deliver the facility, there is a net social cost of $0.53. 

A summary of the net benefit in discounted terms is presented below (Figure ES 2). 
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Figure ES 2 Benefit Cost Assessment Summary, Option 4, PV terms (7% discount rate) 

 

Source: ACIL Allen 

 

Benefit Cost Assessment summary 

In both cases, the Benefit Cost Assessment does not support the case for investing in Stage 3 

of the One Mile Jetty at this time. While this ACIL Allen’s analysis does suggest the investment 

produces a net social benefit once operational, it is more appropriate to factor in the capital cost to 

provide a whole-of-asset view. The BCA also provides a view of the net socioeconomic position of 

the project. Another important consideration is a source of funding for the financial costs associated 

with both the capital and operating costs. While the project delivers a net benefit in socioeconomic 

terms, this assumes the financial costs required to deliver the project are fully funded. 

ACIL Allen has undertaken sensitivity analysis on two kinds of benefits, being regional visitation 

and recreational use values. The results of the sensitivity analysis are provided below. 

Regional visitation scenario analysis 

There is potential for visitation to the One Mile Jetty to be higher than included in the base case in 

the long run. This would ultimately result in improved economic and social returns from the 

investment. To test the sensitivity of the overall result to visitation, ACIL Allen has developed a 

visitation growth curve which increases the level of visitation by a target percentage between Year 

6 and Year 10 of the modelling period, and holds this new level of visitation constant thereafter. 

This provides a perspective on how the level of visitation would need to change in order to deliver a 

Benefit Cost Ratio of 1.0, which is adequate to demonstrate the benefits are at least as large as the 

costs over the modelling period. 

For Option 10, attributable visitation would need to increase to 405,450 over the 30 year period in 

order for the Benefit Cost Assessment to breakeven with a discount rate of 7%, an increase of 

334% over the base case assumption. This is equivalent to around 13,500 attributable visitors per 

annum. 
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For Option 4, attributable visitation would need to increase to 176,898 over the 30 year period in 

order for the Benefit Cost Assessment to breakeven with a discount rate of 7%, an increase of 

279% over the base case assumption. This is equivalent to around 5,900 attributable visitors per 

annum. 

This analysis demonstrates reliance on visitation alone is unlikely to generate a net economic and 

social return on the next stage of the One Mile Jetty investment unless a significant increase in 

tourism can be fostered by the site.  

Recreational use value scenario analysis 

There is potential for recreational use by the Carnarvon community to be both higher, and valued 

higher than the assumptions used as part of the assessment. If either or both of these values were 

higher, the community recreational use value associated with Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty 

redevelopment would be higher. 

To test the sensitivity of the assessment to the recreational use values, ACIL Allen has run two 

scenarios for each option: a scenario where the use of the infrastructure by the community is twice 

as large (ie there are twice as many recreational fishing or boating activities undertaken at the One 

Mile Jetty than assumed), and a scenario where there is more use and the value of this use is 50% 

higher than has been assumed in the study. Either scenario could credibly occur if Stage 3 of the 

One Mile Jetty is highly valued by the community once it is established. 

For Option 10, the value of increased community use improves the BCR to 0.48 at a 7% discount 

rate, from 0.40. Including the additional value per use pushes the BCR to 0.56 at the discount rate 

used for the study. 

For Option 4, the value of increased community use improves the BCR to 0.58 at a 7% discount 

rate, from 0.47 in the base case. Including the additional value per use pushes the BCR to 0.68 at 

the discount rate used for the study. 

The analysis demonstrates that improved community utilisation of the One Mile Jetty alone is not 

adequate to result in a net economic and social benefit for Stage 3. This suggests the focus of the 

next stage of the One Mile Jetty should be on enabling the infrastructure and associated precinct 

as a tourism destination 

Findings and Directions 

ACIL Allen’s business case, and the broader process which has taken place to develop this 

business case, highlights the significance of the One Mile Jetty and the broader Carnarvon 

Heritage Precinct to Carnarvon, the Gascoyne region, and Western Australia at large. 

The story of the One Mile Jetty is unique, though in a general sense tracks the experience of 

Western Australia’s other historic timber jetties which dot the State’s coastline. The deterioration in 

the asset condition of the Carnarvon One Mile Jetty, leading to the eventual removal of the majority 

of the structure for community safety reasons, is the outcome of a series of decisions over more 

than 30 years. These decisions to not reflect on the value of the One Mile Jetty as an item of 

Western Australia’s heritage, or its potential as both a valued community asset and piece of tourism 

infrastructure. 

However, at this time, an economic, financial and social analysis of a decision to progress beyond 

Stage 2 of the redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty is not supported. This is for a number of 

reasons, being: 

— The cost of developing the infrastructure outweighs the economic and social benefits which 

can be credibly estimated at this time. This is demonstrated by the negative Benefit Cost 

Ratios for both a partial and full redevelopment option for Stage 3. 
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— There is currently no financial capacity to fund the operations and maintenance of Stage 3 of 

the One Mile Jetty. Using best practice marine infrastructure budgeting principles ACIL Allen 

estimates an average of $291,000 for Option 4, and $563,000 for Option 10, in real 2022 

dollars is required per annum to maintain this part of the One Mile Jetty on an ongoing basis. 

— The population of Carnarvon is inadequate to consider an investment of this kind for 

recreational purposes, as may be the case in more densely population regions where other 

historic timber jetties have received funding. This is measured by the sensitivity analysis on 

the Benefit Cost Ratios. 

— The pathway to improving the economic and social return on the infrastructure is centred on 

its capacity to facilitate growth in tourism visitation to Carnarvon and the broader Gascoyne 

region. It is not clear an investment in a longer jetty structure will, on its own, drive this 

outcome. 

The outcome of this business case is there should be no further investment in the One Mile 

Jetty beyond the existing commitments made as part of Stage 1 and Stage 2 at this time. 

However, there are a number of activities and actions which can be taken to ensure a decision to 

invest can be made in the future. These are discussed on the following pages. 

There are a number of important steps which stakeholders can take to ensure an investment 

decision in Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty is positioned for success in the future. These are 

introduced below: 

— Activating the Carnarvon Heritage Precinct: ACIL Allen’s business case has identified that 

the pathway to progressing Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty redevelopment must be centred on 

tapping into the tourism potential of the infrastructure and broader region, to drive tourism 

visitation and spending. This is unlikely to be driven by an investment in the One Mile Jetty 

structure alone. It will be important for stakeholders to ensure the Carnarvon Heritage Precinct 

is set up for success, and can facilitate an increased level of use by the community and 

tourists alike.  

— Identifying revenue and alternative funding streams: A critical gap in the current business 

case for Stage 3 is the identification of funding sources for both the capital cost and ongoing 

operations and maintenance expenditure associated with the facility. Even if the capital cost 

challenge could be overcome, or a commitment to fund the project was able to be achieved 

without regard to the Benefit Cost Assessment, it is unlikely the project would still proceed due 

to the lack of financial capacity to fund the operations and maintenance expenditure 

associated with the stage. Therefore, regardless of the source of funding, it will be important 

for stakeholders to identify a revenue stream or funding source for the infrastructure. 

— Clarifying land tenure, ownership and other responsibilities: ACIL Allen understands 

there remains some uncertainty regarding which party is set to be responsible for the One 

Mile Jetty structure following the development of Stage 2. The current jetty licence agreement 

suggests the Carnarvon Heritage Group, through its antecedent bodies, is the legally 

responsible party. However ownership of the jetty structure itself remains vested in the State 

of Western Australia through the Department of Transport. Clarification of matters of land 

tenure, infrastructure ownership, and ongoing responsibility for operations and maintenance, 

should be a focus of the One Mile Jetty Working Group during Stage 2 of the redevelopment, 

with a view to ensuring all matters are clarified prior to further works on Stage 3. This will 

allow stakeholders to progress the additional work recommended from this business case to 

set a Stage 3 investment up for success. 
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1 Introduction 1 
  

The One Mile Jetty is a heritage listed timber jetty that began construction in 1897 and was key to 

the development of the economy of the town of Carnarvon and the surrounding Gascoyne region. 

The Jetty was also the departure point for Aboriginal people proceeding to the Lock Hospitals of 

Dorre and Bernier Islands off the coast of Carnarvon. It is located in the Carnarvon Heritage 

Precinct which includes the One Mile Jetty Interpretive Centre as well as a Railway Museum, 

Shearing Hall of Fame, and Light House Keepers Cottage. 

The Gascoyne Development Commission (GDC) has listed actions to improve the One Mile Jetty 

and broader Carnarvon Heritage Precinct as one of its top three regional investment priorities. It 

has formed the One Mile Jetty Steering Committee to oversee the redevelopment of the jetty with 

the aim of providing a significant tourism asset for the region that celebrates the value the Jetty 

holds in Carnarvon’s history and honours the community’s memories and connection to the Jetty. 

This report sets out a business case for the redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty including a set of 

ten options for development and a benefit cost analysis of the two preferred options. 

1.1 Approach 

ACIL Allen was originally commissioned in 2020 to develop a series of options for the 

redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty. As part of that options analysis, a set of 22 development 

scenarios were identified that ranged from full restoration to the demolition of the jetty. In April 

2021, Tropical Cyclone Seroja severely damaged large parts of the Jetty and destroyed around 

360m of its length resulting in the subsequent removal and preservation of the seaward parts of the 

Jetty which were considered to be unsafe. In addition, the State Government committed to funding 

to re-open the One Mile Jetty. 

The scope of ACIL Allen’s engagement changed multiple times during the period of the 

engagement, reflecting the uncertain and fluid situation at the One Mile Jetty and the various 

decisions of local, State and Commonwealth Governments over this period. 

As a result, this final business case report considers 10 rebuild options in a multicriteria approach 

with two preferred options considered further in a benefit cost approach. The aim of this approach 

is to consider a range of development options with the two preferred options the most favourable 

given a set of criteria relating to the type of building materials, the length and width of the 

replacement jetty, and the structural strength of the jetty including the potential for the development 

of a jetty tram ride. 

A benefit cost approach allows the costs of the development options to be compared to their 

benefits and therefore identifying which of the options provide the more favourable return to the 

State. 
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1.2 Acronyms and definitions 

The following table presents the acronyms used throughout this report. 

Table 1.1 List of acronyms  

Acronym/ abbreviation Meaning 

$m Million Dollars 

$ Australian dollars (default unless otherwise specified) 

ABS Australian Bureau of Statistics 

BCA Benefit Cost Assessment 

BCR Benefit Cost Ratio 

FTE Full Time Equivalent 

GDC Gascoyne Development Commission 

LGA Local Government Area 

m Meter of length 

WA The State of Western Australia 

Source: ACIL Allen 
 

1.3 Report structure 

This report has been structured into four primary sections (including this section) and an executive 

summary which provides a summary of the key findings and insights from the report. The 

remainder of this report includes the following sections:  

— Section 2: Situation Analysis. This section provides an overview of the One Mile Jetty and 

its role in the social and economic development of Carnarvon including as a tourist attraction. 

It also provides some background of the various approaches to the preservation of timber 

jetties in Western Australia and the important role they play in local communities. 

— Section 3: Options Assessment. This section presents the options for development of the 

One Mile Jetty given the State Government funding commitment to the rebuild of the jetty. It 

presents ten options for development and assesses these using a multi criteria approach 

based on a set of four criteria relating to building materials, jetty length, jetty width and the 

structural capacity of the jetty to cater for activities other than pedestrian use. The analysis 

identifies two preferred options which are subject to further assessment. 

— Section 4: Benefit Cost Assessment. This section identifies and quantifies the benefits and 

the costs of two preferred development options for the One Mile Jetty in its construction and 

ongoing operation. This includes a summary of the assessment and what it means for Stage 3 

of the redevelopment. 

— Section 5: Recommendations and Next Steps. This section provides a summary of the 

analysis and directions which have emerged from the development of the business case, and 

ACIL Allen’s involvement in the One Mile Jetty Working Group throughout the period of the 

engagement.  
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Reco  

2 Situation Analysis 2 
  

This Section outlines the history of the One Mile Jetty and the social and economic importance it 

continues to have to the community of Carnarvon. The Section explores the approach to the 

preservation of heritage listed timber jetties in Western Australia. 

2.1 Economic and regional context 

The Gascoyne region has a Gross Regional Product of $1.3 billion or less than one per cent of the 

Gross State Product of Western Australia. Around 70 per cent of this value is generated in the 

Shire of Carnarvon which is where the majority of the population and businesses are located. The 

economy of the region is based on the primary industries which account for one third of the 

economy. Despite being the smallest of Western Australia’s regional economies, its decade long 

economic growth of 7.3 per cent per annum is the highest in the State with growth expected to 

continue on the back of a strong construction sector including possible projects in the resources, 

infrastructure, and other industries. 

The key industries in the region include the mining industry, which contributes $245.2 million to 

Gross Regional Product, and the agriculture sector which contributes $73.6 million including $18.7 

million from fisheries and aquaculture.  

Figure 2.1 Overnight visitors to the Shire of Carnarvon (three year average) 

 

Source: Tourism WA 

 

The region is a popular visitor destination with an average of 291,000 overnight visitors each year 

to the region in the years between 2018 to 2020. This is equivalent to around 3.0 per cent of all 
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overnight visitors to Western Australia and just over 4.0 per cent of overnight visitors to regional 

Western Australia. Around half of the overnight visitors to the region stay in the Shire of Carnarvon 

drawn to coastal attractions such as Coral Bay and the town of Carnarvon. The number of 

overnight visitors to the Shire have been declining since 2014 as illustrated in Figure 2.1 mirroring 

an overall decline in visitors to the region. The number of nights stayed as also decreased from an 

average of 5.5 nights per visitor in 2014-16 to 4.5 nights per visitor in 2018-20. Nevertheless, this 

represents an important contribution to the local economy with average daily spending of $165 per 

visitor or $781 per trip representing annual visitor spending in the Shire of around $115 million per 

annum.2 

In recent years, there has been a decline in overnight visitation to the broader Gascoyne region in 

Western Australia. Tourism WA research indicates this reflects broader Western Australian tourism 

market trends, with fewer long and very long stay visits to the State following the end of the 

resources investment boom of the 2010s. The data suggests Carnarvon has not been immune from 

this broader State-wide trend. Notwithstanding, anecdotal evidence from businesses in the region 

suggests day trips and short stay visitation has held up. 

The One Mile Jetty is located in the Shire of Carnarvon. The population of the Shire has been 

declining in recent years, in line with other regional locations across Western Australia. According 

to the Australian Bureau of Statistics the resident population of the region was 5,077 in 2021, down 

from 6,751 in 2001. 

2.2 The One Mile Jetty 

The One Mile Jetty is one of the major pieces of economic and social infrastructure in Carnarvon, 

and the broader Gascoyne region. The history of the One Mile Jetty is extensive, tracing back to 

the Federation of Australia. It is one of a number of historic timber jetties which dot the Western 

Australian coast line, and is the only of the remaining historic structures to not as of yet undergo 

some form of extensive redevelopment activity. 

A summary of the key events in the history of the One Mile Jetty is provided below. 

2.2.1 History of the One Mile Jetty 

One Mile Jetty is a heritage listed timber jetty located on the southern side of the entrance to the 

Gascoyne River at the site of the 1890’s Port of Carnarvon. The jetty extended around 1,450m out 

to sea and included a land back section which extends for around 750m and a seaward section 

which extends approximately 585m to a section known as the jetty head. It began construction in 

1897 and was subsequently lengthened and widened over the period from 1900 to 1912. Further 

improvements took place in 1937 when a fender head was constructed and in 1959 when parts of 

the jetty and the fender head were strengthened. In 1971 a low landing for boats was constructed.3 

The Jetty also included a single track railway that connected the jetty to the town and a locomotive 

shed and water tank.  

Trade through the port during the early to mid half of the 1900’s was significant and included live 

cattle and sheep, wool, pearl shell, and sandalwood produced in the surrounding region while 

supplies for the local population and the surrounding pastoral industry were unloaded at the jetty.  

 

 
2 Tourism WA, Overnight Visitor Summary: Shire of Carnarvon and Gascoyne Development Commission 

3 Gascoyne Development Commission (2020), Carnarvon One Mile Jetty: Repair Proposal and Methodology, 
Maritime Constructions 
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Figure 2.2 One Mile Jetty timeline 

 

Source: ACIL Allen 

 

During the period from approximately 1908 to 1918, the Jetty was the departure point for Aboriginal 

people who were transported to the Lock Hospitals of Dorre and Bernier Islands off the coast of 

Carnarvon.4 

While the jetty was key to the economic and social development of the town and the surrounding 

Gascoyne region, its utilisation began to decrease in the 1950’s and 1960’s when the upgraded 

North West Coastal Highway was constructed and road freight became more prominent. The use of 

the Jetty for commercial purposes declined further with the construction of port facilities at nearby 

Pickles Point and Mangrove Point in the 1970s. The last Stateship called at Carnarvon in 1965, 

with the jetty then mainly used for bulk fuel supplies. In 1984 the last oil tanker visited Carnarvon 

and the jetty became disused for commercial purposes after that. 

The One Mile Jetty, and the One Mile Jetty Tramway, were placed on the State Register of 

Heritage Places on an interim basis in October 1996.5 Both assets were granted permanent entry 

to the State Register in February 1997. Recognition of the structure’s historic significance is also 

recognised at a Federal level, with the One Mile Jetty and One Mile Jetty Tramway also placed on 

the National Heritage Trust register. 

The entry into the State Register of Heritage Places is reproduced below (Box 2.1). 

2.2.2 Historic timber jetties across Western Australia 

The construction of timber jetties in the late 1800’s and early 1900’s was essential to the economic 

and social development of Western Australia. During this period new jetties or landings were 

developed at multiple locations along the Western Australian coast including from Wyndham in the 

north to Esperance in the south of the State and including the key port towns of Albany, Broome, 

Bunbury, Busselton, Carnarvon, Dongara, Esperance, Fremantle, Geraldton, Onslow, Port 

Hedland, Rockingham, and Wyndham.6 Many of these jetties remain in situ and retain an important 

 
4 See www.lockhospital.com.au/ for an extensive, evidence-based account of the Lock Hospital Tragedy and 
its lasting impact on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in the north west of Western Australia. The 
research has been compiled by Dr Robin Barrington and Dr Melissa Sweet. 

5 Heritage Council WA. 2022. Permanent Entry No. 4566 One Mile Jetty and Tramway (1898/99; 1900; 
1903/04; 1909; 1912; 1959). Accessed online at http://www.stateheritage.wa.gov.au/ 

6 WA Museum (1995), Port Related Structures on the Coast of Western Australia, Department of Maritime 
Archaeology, Western Australian Maritime Museum, Report N0: 98 
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economic and social role in the towns in which they are located however few remain intact. Many 

are listed on the Heritage Council of WA database including those at Albany, Broome, Busselton, 

Bunbury, Carnarvon, Derby, Esperance, Flinders Bay, Geraldton, Hopetoun, Onslow, Pt Sampson, 

Rockingham, Wonnerup, and Wyndham. 

 

Box 2.1 One Mile Jetty entry into State Register of Heritage Places 

One Mile Jetty and Tramway, a timber jetty and light railway, has cultural heritage significance for the 

following reasons: 

― a place of this scale, demonstrating an integrated process developed to deal with extreme 

transport hardships, is rare in early ship to land transferral systems in Australia; 

― the place has visual landmark qualities highly valued by the people of Carnarvon and of the 

Gascoyne region of Western Australia; 

― the place has a strong commercial association and familiarity with the people of Carnarvon and 

the Gascoyne region; 

― the 1899-1900 construction is representative of the work of the wellknown contractors, Atkins 

and Law; 

― the place contains major surviving evidence of turn of the century Public Works Department of 

Western Australia timber jetty design and construction techniques; and, 

― it is a valued recreational asset to the community. 

Source: Heritage Council 

The following case studies provide examples of different approaches to the preservation of heritage 

listed timber jetties in the State. These approaches range from demolition and/or replacement to 

restoration with all approaches aimed at preserving some of the social and economic significance 

of the structure: 

— Hamelin Bay Jetty – example of a remnant of a jetty that continues to be restored 

— Hopetoun Jetty – example of the collapse of a timber jetty and the replacement with a 

groyne for commercial and recreational use that incorporates a memorial to the original jetty 

— Bunbury Jetty – example of the removal and preservation of a heritage listed timber jetty 

and the redevelopment of the associated jetty causeway for recreational purposes and 

incorporating key heritage elements 

— Esperance tanker jetty – example of the replacement with a timber style jetty for 

recreational purposes and incorporating interpretive signs of the history of the jetty  

— Busselton jetty – example of the restoration of a timber jetty for recreational purposes and 

the incorporation of significant visitor attractions  

2.2.3 Hamelin Bay Jetty 

Hamelin Bay Jetty is a heritage listed jetty of around 600m in length that was built in two 

key phases between 1880 and 1990 to service the local timber mills. A rail track 

connected the jetty to the nearby settlements of Karridale, Boranup, and Flinders 

Bay. The jetty was disused from around 1913 onwards with ships favouring the 

nearby Busselton Jetty. A fire in 1921 destroyed much of the jetty, and in 1961 

a severe storm destroyed most of the remaining structure. There are visible 

parts of the jetty remaining at the shoreline and breaking the surface of the 

water out into the bay. which clearly illustrate the orientation of the jetty. 



 

 

 

One Mile Jetty: Stage 3 Business Case 7 
 

In 2014, the remaining timbers of the jetty were repaired by the State Government with salvaged 

timbers from the Busselton Jetty. Today the jetty is a popular place to visit despite limited 

interpretation of the jetty and its history. 

2.2.4 Hopetoun Jetty 

Hopetoun Jetty is a heritage listed timber jetty that began construction in 1901 to 

support the nearby mining and pastoral industries. It was linked via a single track 

railway to the town of Ravensthorpe where the gold and nickel mining industry 

was concentrated. The railway was closed in 1937 when mining ceased and the 

jetty became unused. Over time it deteriorated and suffered partial collapse. It 

was replaced in the early 1980s by the State Government with a wide groyne with two 

jetty facilities at an adjacent site to the east of the jetty. The original jetty was demolished soon 

after and jetty timber, rail track and rail machinery remains located on the sea bed.7 Today, there 

are no visible remains of the jetty. The groyne is a popular place for locals and visitors as a place to 

fish, snorkel and sight see as well as to access the jetty facilities. A small portion of the original jetty 

has been salvaged and is erected at the end of the groyne which includes limited interpretation of 

the jetty and its history.  

2.2.5 Bunbury Jetty 

The original timber jetty at Bunbury began construction in 1864 and was 

extended multiple times until 1918. In 1897 a nearby protective breakwater 

commenced construction and the jetty was further protected by the 

construction of a seawall and causeway at its land end. In 1911, a crane was 

installed at the end of the jetty to assist with loading and unloading freight. 

The jetty was superseded by the construction of a land backed port facility in 

Casuarina Harbour in the 1960’s and it ceased being used by large vessels after 1968. 

Despite its listing as a heritage site and efforts at preserving the jetty, it was eventually demolished 

in 2013 and the timber and rail track removed with some timber salvaged for the use in public 

projects. As part of the State Government’s current Transforming Bunbury’s Waterfront 

development project, the jetty causeway was upgraded in 2020 to include parking and other public 

facilities and the incorporation of the original crane as a feature of the redevelopment. Today the 

causeway is a popular place for locals and visitors to visit and its popularity is expected to grow as 

the subsequent stages of the waterfront development are completed. The causeway development 

is currently owned and operated by the State Government. 

2.2.6 Esperance Tanker Jetty 

The Esperance Tanker Jetty is a heritage listed jetty of approximately 670 

metres in length and around 11 meters wide that began construction in 1935 to 

serve the shipping needs of the Esperance region and townsite. The jetty was 

connected to the rail network enabling grain and primary produce to be directly 

taken to the jetty for loading and for supplies to be unloaded directly to railway 

carriage. Following the construction of land backed berths in 1965 and 1972, the jetty was 

modified to become a tanker berth and was replaced in 1983 with the construction of the 

Bandy Creek boat harbour. 

The poor condition of portions of the jetty resulted in the head of the jetty becoming separated from 

the main structure with debris left on the sea floor during the early 1980’s. Following this 

separation, a ten year maintenance agreement was drawn up by the Shire of Esperance and State 

 
7 WA Museum (1994), Hopetoun Jetty Maritime Heritage Site Inspection Report, Department of Maritime 
Archaeology, Western Australian Maritime Museum, Report N0: 98 
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Government, with the Port authority responsible for repairs. ln 1990, the Esperance Shire took over 

entire control of the jetty and received $150,000 toward its upgrade. 

In 2015, the jetty was closed to the public and in 2019, approval was given for its demolition and 

the construction of a new replacement jetty. Timber from the original jetty has been preserved and 

parts have already been used in community projects in the Shire including in and around the new 

jetty.  

The new 415 long jetty was opened in 2021. It is built primarily from concrete and steel however 

some timber sections of the original jetty have been incorporated along with the curved design of 

the old jetty and the use of the timbers in interpretive features. At the end of the jetty is a dive trail 

and there are fishing and diving platforms as well as the incorporation of the perspectives of 

Indigenous people. Fishing tours are run from the jetty. 

The Jetty is owned and maintained by the Shire of Esperance. Its construction was funded by the 

Shire with as part of the Esperance Foreshore Redevelopment and included a grant of $4 million 

from the Federal Government’s Building Better Regions Fund. The total redevelopment cost 

includes $1.5m to remove the Esperance Tanker Jetty and $6m for the new replacement.8  

2.2.7 Busselton Jetty 

The Busselton Jetty is a heritage listed timber pile jetty which began construction in 1865, 

with progressive development over subsequent years to extend the structure to 1.8 

kilometres in length. The Jetty was used as a port until 1973, when it was closed and 

after which it fell into disrepair, with a cyclone in 1978 causing significant damage. 

The critical juncture in the Jetty’s history was in 1988, when the Shire of 

Busselton accepted a $500,000 payment from the State Government in return for 

a permanent licence agreement over the Jetty structure. 

Over time there have been significant investments made by the State Government, City of 

Busselton, and other parties (including the entity now known as Busselton Jetty Incorporated) in 

rebuilding and revitalising the Jetty and surrounding area. The most significant investment was the 

$24 million redevelopment project undertaken over the five year period from 2006 to 2011. The 

Jetty has also received funding commitments of $32 million to develop Australia’s largest 

underwater observatory at the end of the Jetty. 

Today, the Busselton Jetty operates as a significant tourism asset for the South West region with 

an estimated 400,000 visitors each year including 280,000 who pay for tours, venue hire, or 

merchandise, or make a donation. Attractions at the Jetty include: 

— Interpretive Centre and Museum (selling merchandise and memorabilia) 

— Underwater Observatory 

— Jetty train 

— Guided tours 

— Café 

— Venue and functions hire. 

The Busselton Jetty is owned by the State of Western Australia, with management rights and 

responsibilities vested to the City of Busselton under a management order. The City of Busselton 

then vests day to day operations of the Busselton Jetty to Busselton Jetty Incorporated under a 

licencing arrangement which includes a licencing fee of between $800,000 and $900,000 per 

 
8 Shire of Esperance, Esperance Jetty Officially Opened, March 2021, 
www.esperance.wa.gov.au/news/2021/mar/29/esperance-jetty-officially-opened 
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annum ($842,772 in 2020-21). This agreement allows Busselton Jetty Incorporated the right to earn 

revenue from the provision of products and services at the Jetty and the associated precinct. 

The City of Busselton is responsible for the maintenance of the Jetty. In its latest long term financial 

plan (2020-21 to 2030-31), the City of Busselton has budgeted $7.2 million for maintenance and 

$2.2 million for capital works – or approximately $1 million per annum. This includes a significant 

$3.5 million maintenance item in Year 9 of the long term financial plan. 

2.3 Current situation 

The current situation at the One Mile Jetty site is complex, and a complete account of the current 

situation is challenging to piece together from various historic documents. ACIL Allen’s account of 

the current situation is provided in this section. 

2.3.1 Ownership and management of the One Mile Jetty 

The One Mile Jetty structure itself is owned by the State of Western Australia through the 

Department of Transport, and is licenced to the Carnarvon Heritage Group under a Management 

Order over a series of land vested in the Crown (Unallocated Crown Land) and the Shire of 

Carnarvon. A brief overview of the complexities of land tenure is provided below (Figure 2.3). 

Records of the process by which the management and maintenance of the One Mile Jetty vested in 

the Carnarvon Heritage Group are unavailable. A review of Hansard suggests in 1994, the Western 

Australian Government sought an agreement to transfer the ownership, and associated obligations, 

of the One Mile Jetty to the Shire of Carnarvon for a one-off payment of $190,000 – in line with 

similar agreements which had been struck for heritage jetties in other parts of the State.9 Other 

records suggest a proposal for the Shire to take ownership of the Jetty, and incur borrowings to 

fund a substantial rehabilitation program, were voted down by local residents in 1997.10 

The original Management Order was granted to the Carnarvon Heritage Group around 1998.11 

As history shows the Jetty’s ownership remains with the State of Western Australia, while the 

Carnarvon Heritage Group has been vested with responsibility for management and maintenance 

of the structure through this Management Order. It is evident this Management Order remains 

active today. 

Over time, there have been a number of attempts to plan for the restoration and revitalisation of the 

One Mile Jetty. ACIL Allen has sourced the following documents and reports, commissioned by 

various parties, over the past 25 years centred on the development of a plan for the One Mile Jetty 

and / or the associated Carnarvon Heritage Precinct: 

1. 1996: Conservation Plan for the One Mile Jetty. Prepared by John Taylor Architect for the 

Carnarvon Jetty Restoration Committee 

2. 2004: Carnarvon One Mile Jetty Structural Condition Report. Prepared by GHD for the 

Carnarvon Heritage Group 

3. 2010: Carnarvon Heritage Precinct Business & Development Plan. Prepared by SGS 

Economics & Planning for the Gascoyne Development Commission and Carnarvon Heritage 

Group. 

 
9 Government of Western Australia, Legislative Council, 28 June 1994, pg 2415 

10 Government of Western Australia, Legislative Assembly, 20 August 1997, pg 5126 

11 Government of Western Australia. 1999. Media Statement: Carnarvon's One Mile Jetty gets $200,000 
maintenance boost. Accessed online at http://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au 
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4. 2016: Carnarvon Heritage Group Strategic Management and Business Development Plan, 

Business Plan and Operational Plan. Prepared by Paxon Group for the Department of 

Regional Development. 

5. 2017: One Mile Jetty Structural Assessment. Prepared by MP Rogers and Associated for the 

Gascoyne Development Commission. 

6. 2020: Repair Proposal and Methodology. Prepared by Maritime Construction for the 

Gascoyne Development Commission. 

Figure 2.3 Land Tenure at One Mile Jetty site 

 

Notes 

The One Mile Jetty is located on: 

Lot 501 on DP70487 (LR3161/20) being “Heritage Purposes” Reserve 39483, managed by the Carnarvon Heritage Group Inc. 

Lot 1366 on DP33520 (LR3138/753) being “Recreation and Foreshore Protection” Reserve 48229, managed by the Shire of Carnarvon. 

Lot 300 on DP47436 (LR3135/972) being “Recreation and Foreshore Protection” Reserve 48229, managed by the Shire of Carnarvon;  

Unnumbered unallocated Crown land (PIN: 11871884) – Water. 

Source: Provided by Gascoyne Development Commission 
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The Carnarvon Heritage Group has received a number of ad-hoc grants to support its management 

and maintenance of the One Mile Jetty over time. These include $390,000 from the State 

Government in 1998,12 a $250,000 grant from the State Government in 2001-0213, a $100,000 

grant from the National Trust in 200714, and a $1.3 million grant in 2008-09 from the Heritage 

Council as part of its Conservation Incentive Program,15  

In addition to moneys centred on the management and maintenance of the Jetty structure, the 

broader Carnarvon Heritage Precinct has received substantial funding in recent years. This 

includes funding for creation of the Carnarvon Heritage Precinct itself, funding to build the One Mile 

Jetty Interpretive Centre (which was originally opened in 2014 and was refurbished in 2019),16 and 

State Government support to develop a statue commemorating the transport of Aboriginal people 

to the Lock Hospitals (also unveiled during 2019). 

2.3.2 Deterioration of the One Mile Jetty 

Over time, the One Mile Jetty progressively deteriorated into disrepair, culminating in a decision of 

the State Government to demolish the jetty structure and recover the heritage timbers in late 2021. 

In October 2007 a deliberately-lit fire resulted in the destruction of around 70 metres of the jetty, 

one kilometre into the structure (from the land side terminus). This resulted in the closure of the 

jetty to public access beyond this point. 

In August 2017, and following the provision of the MP Rogers and Associates report referred to in 

the previous section, the State Government took a decision to close the jetty to the public due to 

immediate risks to safety. 

Finally, a significant tidal event and storm surge associated with Cyclone Seroja in 2021 caused 

extensive damage to the remaining structural members of the One Mile Jetty which were in the 

ocean. This led to the Department of Transport recommending the One Mile Jetty be demolished 

and as much of the timber material which was submerged in the ocean be removed, so as to 

reduce the risk to public safety. The timber materials recovered during this operation are not 

expected to be able to be used for structural purposes. 

Prior to the impact of Cyclone Seroja, an election commitment was made by the current Western 

Australian Government for the provision of $4.5 million of funds to “re-open the One Mile Jetty”. At 

the time it was envisaged that this funding could be used to partially restore and make safe the 

entirety of the timber structure through to deep water.17 

A summary of the funding provided as part of the One Mile Jetty’s preservation and restoration over 

the past 25 years is provided below (Table 2.1). 

 
12 Government of Western Australia. 1998. Media Statement: Official re-opening of Carnarvon One Mile Jetty. 
Accessed online at http://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au 

13 Government of Western Australia. 2001. State Budget 2001-02, BP3 Economic and Fiscal Outlook. 

14 Government of Western Australia. 2008. Media Statement: National Trust fund repairs historic Carnarvon 
Jetty. Accessed online at http://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/ 

15 Heritage Council. 2009. Heritage Council Annual Report 2008-09. Accessed online at 
http://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/ 

16 Government of Western Australia. 2019. Media Statement: One Mile Jetty centre opened in Carnarvon. 
Accessed online at http://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/ 

17 Government of Western Australia. 2021. Media Statement: State Budget funding boost for Carnarvon’s 
One Mile Jetty. Accessed online at http://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/ 
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Table 2.1 Summary of One Mile Jetty funding provided since 1998 

Project / funding 

name 

Year Description Funding provided 

($m nominal dollars)* 

Re-opening the One 

Mile Jetty 

1998 Funding provided to partially restore the One 

Mile Jetty and re-open it for community use. 

$390,000 

State Government 

Funding 

2002 Funding for restoration works at the One Mile 

Jetty 

$250,000 

National Trust Grant 2007 Funding to undertake heritage restoration 

works at the One Mile Jetty 

$100,000 

Heritage Council Grant 2009 Works undertaken as part of the 

Conservation Incentive Program 

$1,300,000 

One Mile Jetty 

Interpretive Centre 

2019 Funding to develop and open the One Mile 

Jetty Interpretive Centre 

$3,940,000 

Removal of heritage 

timbers following 

Cyclone Seroja (ie 

Stage 1) 

2021 Funding to partially demolish the One Mile 

Jetty following extensive damage due to 

Cyclone Seroja. 

$4,200,000 

Election commitment to 

re-open the One Mile 

Jetty (ie Stage 2) 

2021 Funding commitment provided to “re-open” 

the One Mile Jetty for use by the community 

and tourists 

$4,500,000 

State Heritage Grants 

2022 

2022 Planning for restoration and conservation 

works for the One Mile Jetty Water Tank 

$18,150 

Total funding provided (nominal dollars) $14,698,150 

Total funding provided (today’s dollars*) $16,230,551 

Source: ACIL Allen from various sources (*Note values are provided in non-inflation adjusted dollars, except final value which is an inflated 
total to reflect the time value of money at a rate of 2.5% per annum since the year of the grant)) 
  

This sequence of events described in this section has created the current situation and context for 

the project. The decision to demolish the original One Mile Jetty structure and recover the heritage 

timbers for future non-structural use has come to be known as Stage 1 of a broader redevelopment 

project. The delivery of the State Government’s $4.5 million election commitment to re-open the 

One Mile Jetty has come to be known as Stage 2 of the redevelopment. 

Future consideration of the next stage of redevelopment, aimed at restoring as much of the One 

Mile Jetty’s historical and heritage significance as possible, is now known as Stage 3 of the 

redevelopment. Stage 3 of the redevelopment is the subject of this business case. 
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3 Options Assessment 3 
  

This section identifies the options available to the Western Australian Government for future stages 

of the redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty, provides a framework to assess and prioritise these 

options, and selects two options for further consideration in a Benefit Cost Assessment. 

3.1 Progressing the staged redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty 

The Situation Analysis presented in Section 2 demonstrates the Western Australian Government’s 

commitment to re-opening the One Mile Jetty, following the impact of Cyclone Seroja on the ageing 

structure. The One Mile Jetty is a significant cultural and heritage asset for all Western Australians, 

and is an important source of recreation for the people of Carnarvon and the broader Gascoyne 

region. The jetty structure is also central to the broader Carnarvon Heritage Precinct. 

Redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty is underway, following the completion of the removal of 

heritage timbers (Stage 1), and the planned and funded rebuild of the first approximately 400 

metres of the jetty structure (Stage 2). A future stage or stages of the project are centred on the 

desire to progressively move the length of the structure back towards deep water, providing 

recreational amenity, heritage and cultural recognition, and potential economic impacts on the town 

and region at large. 

There are a range of options available to progress the redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty beyond 

Stage 2. This section of the business case develops these options, provides a framework to assess 

which is most likely to meet the objectives of the State with respect to the next stage of the project, 

and discusses in detail the shortlisted options under consideration. 

ACIL Allen worked with the Gascoyne Development Commission and the One Mile Jetty Working 

Group to develop and implement and Options Assessment, which is the subject of this section of 

the business case. The methodology is based on a multicriteria assessment of what are ultimately 

10 options, plus a Do Nothing case (ie stop the redevelopment at Stage 2). The Options 

Assessment is designed to objectively rank the 11 case options against each other, with the two 

highest scoring options progressing to a Benefit Cost Assessment (see Section 4). 

A multicriteria assessment approach has been used to complete the Options Assessment. A 

multicriteria assessment is a commonly used framework for prioritising options for a particular 

investment, by identifying and then measuring criteria which are the most important drivers for 

undertaking the investment. The various options are then scored against each of the criteria (either 

on an absolute, relative or ranking basis), and the criteria weighted on the basis of their relative 

importance to undertaking the investment. The scores are then multiplied by the weights to 

determine an overall weighted score, with one or more options which score the highest considered 

to be the best approach to the investment on balance. 

The remainder of this section details the Options Assessment methodology, including the approach 

to forming and then costing the 11 options as well as the multicriteria assessment framework and 
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associated criteria for assessment. Then the results of the multicriteria assessment are presented 

with a brief discussion, before the two highest scoring options are discussed in more detail. 

3.2 Options Assessment methodology 

There are two parts to the Options Assessment undertaken for this business case: the formation 

and costing of options, and the multicriteria assessment of those options to identify two preferred 

options for further analysis. These are discussed below. 

3.2.1 Formation of options 

The evolving nature of the situation at the One Mile Jetty site and the broader Carnarvon Heritage 

Precinct resulted in the development of a number of suites of options to address the situation over 

time. There were four dimensions which were used to develop the suite of options. These are 

discussed below. 

Table 3.1 Formulation of One Mile Jetty options: Rebuild dimensions 

Dimension Available options Discussion 

Building 

materials 

Modern materials (steel & concrete) 

Modern materials build, wooden fascia 

All wooden materials 

The options for building materials primarily 

impact on the cost and complexity of the rebuild 

option, as well as the potential for the option to 

deliver on heritage requirements associated with 

the infrastructure. 

Length Short (~400 metres) 

Medium / water line (~900m) 

Full length (~1,333m) 

The options for length determine the extent to 

which the infrastructure provides recreation 

opportunities for residents of the region, as well 

as the potential for the option to deliver on 

heritage requirements. 

 

The longer the structure, the more expensive the 

capital and operating costs are expected to be. 

 

There is also some uncertainty as to what 

constitutes the “water line”. This is discussed 

later in the section. 

Terminal 

structure 

No structure 

Platform 

Full jetty head (full length only) 

The options for the end of the jetty structure 

determine the opportunities for recreation. In the 

full length rebuild option, redevelopment of the 

jetty head goes to the potential for the option to 

deliver on the heritage requirements associated 

with the infrastructure. The inclusion of a 

terminal structure also impacts on the capital 

and operating costs of the infrastructure. 

Strength of 

construction 

Walking traffic only 

Walking traffic and heritage train 

The options for the strength of the jetty’s 

underlying structure modestly impact on the 

capital expenditure, and determine whether the 

infrastructure can host the heritage train which is 

included as part of the future services provided 

by the infrastructure. 

Source: ACIL Allen, with BMT Group, Gascoyne Development Commission 
 

This first option set included a do nothing (ie leave the dilapidated structure as it was, and keep it 

closed to the public) potential demolition, and then rebuild options of varied length and construction 

materials ranging from a short rebuild through to complete restoration of the jetty plus the rebuild of 
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the jetty head structure. Options were also considered to build a walkway alongside the remaining 

structure, and development of a small “monument” scale structure and associated signage. The 

initial list of options is provided in Appendix A. 

The first formalised suite of options was developed prior to: 

— the impact of Cyclone Seroja, and the associated significant destruction of the original timber-

based structure beyond its state of disrepair, 

— the State Government’s decision to remove the remaining timber associated with the 

destroyed structure (Stage 1 of the redevelopment), and 

— the State Government’s decision to provide funding to re-open the One Mile Jetty, which has 

manifested as Stage 2 of the redevelopment. 

Following the passage of time between the first suite of options and the events listed above, it 

became clear a new suite of options was required to take into account the decisions taken by the 

State. 

This includes the removal of the building materials dimension of the options, as investigations by 

the Department of Transport’s advisors on Stage 1 of the project indicated there was no capacity to 

use the original heritage timbers to rebuild the jetty.18 In addition, BMT Group advised the cost 

associated with procuring new heritage-like timbers for construction of the jetty would be cost 

prohibitive, and raised concerns regarding the physical supply of these timbers even being 

available.19 Finally, it was considered likely the Stage 2 redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty would 

be undertaken in a cost-effective manner, requiring the predominate use of modern construction 

materials to ensure as much of the structure could be rebuilt as possible within this stage. 

Therefore, this option would not be available to future stages without significant retrofitting of the 

Stage 2 build even if there was a desire to make use of heritage timbers. 

In addition, the “short” rebuild option within the length dimension was removed from consideration, 

as the Stage 2 project would result in the development of this section of the One Mile Jetty.  

Finally, options associated with non-jetty builds – such as the parallel walkway options – were set 

aside given the intent of the business case had evolved from options for the future of the One Mile 

Jetty and to consideration of future staged redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty. The State 

Government’s commitment to reopen the jetty solidifies this frame of reference. 

Ultimately, ten build options were considered by combining the three remaining dimensions and the 

associated options within these. BMT Group developed indicative costings for each of the options, 

utilising a cost block analysis based on rates sourced from previous studies into redevelopment of 

the One Mile Jetty. 

3.2.2 Options for consideration 

The ten build options considered in the multicriteria assessment are introduced below. The 

diagrams presented are indicative only, with more detailed design drawings developed for the two 

shortlisted options at the end of this section. 

The options provide both low and high capital intensity options for consideration, with a capital 

expenditure range of between $5.5 million and $19.3 million estimated. In general, the longer and 

more feature-packed the option, the higher the associated capital expenditure. This introduces a 

 
18 One Mile Jetty Working Group. 2022. Minutes of One Mile Jetty Working Group Meeting February 2022. 
Provided. 

19 BMT Group. 2021. BMT Group Draft Technical Note: Long list options assessment for One Mile Jetty 
Project, Rev A provided 19 February 2021. 
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trade-off between financial considerations and functional uses of the infrastructure; in general, low 

cost options provide more limited recreational opportunities than higher cost options. 

Table 3.2 Overview of One Mile Jetty Stage 3 options for consideration 

Diagram Details 

 

Option 1 

Waterline Length 

Walking Only 

No Terminal Structure 

Capital cost: $5.5 million 

 

 

Option 2 

Waterline Length 

Walking Only 

End Platform 

Capital cost: $8.3 million 

 

 

Option 3 

Waterline Length 

Train Capacity 

No Terminal Structure 

Capital cost: $5.9 million 
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Diagram Details 

 

Option 4 

Waterline Length 

Train Capacity 

End Platform 

Capital cost: $8.3 million 

 

 

Option 5 

Full Length 

Walking Only 

No Terminal Structure 

Capital cost: $9.9 million 

 

 

Option 6 

Full Length 

Walking Only 

End Platform 

Capital cost: $12.9 million 

 

 

Option 7 

Full Length 

Train Capacity 

No Terminal Structure 

Capital cost: $10.6 million 
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Diagram Details 

 

Option 8 

Full Length 

Train Capacity 

End Platform 

Capital cost: $13.6 million 

 

 

Option 9 

Full Length 

Walking Only 

Full Jetty Head Built 

Capital cost: $18.6 million 

 

 

Option 10 

Full Length 

Train Capacity 

Full Jetty Head Built 

Capital cost: $19.3 million 

 

Source: ACIL Allen, with BMT Group 
 

3.2.1 Multicriteria assessment framework 

To assist in the prioritisation of options, ACIL Allen developed a Multicriteria Assessment (‘MCA’) 

framework that sought to rank each option against all other options with respect to the extent to 

which the option was likely to deliver on a series of assessment criteria. MCA is a commonly used 

technique as part of an options assessment process, as it seeks to introduce a logical framework 

for first determining preferences and then assessing how well options meet preferences compared 

to all other options on balance across the suite of preferences. 

An MCA is a two step process. The first step involves the development of a series of weighted 

selection criteria, which are intended to reflect the balanced priorities and/or outcomes an 
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investment is seeking to foster. The second step involves scoring each option against each criteria, 

and then determining an overall score by multiplying the scores by the weights of the criteria. 

ACIL Allen has applied a ranking-based scoring system for this MCA, as many of the options 

prepared represent modest variations on the same concept. This means the weighted score of the 

MCA represents a weighted ranking of the option against all other options, with the two best ranked 

(lowest numerical score) options those which are to be subject to more detailed analysis. Further 

discussion of the scoring system employed is included below. 

Multicriteria assessment criteria and weightings 

ACIL Allen worked with the One Mile Jetty Working Group to develop the multicriteria assessment 

framework including criteria, weightings and scoring methodology. After forming an initial view on 

the criteria and weightings, ACIL Allen presented these to the One Mile Jetty Working Group for 

comment and confirmation. No changes were made to ACIL Allen’s initial weightings based on the 

feedback provided by the Working Group. 

The MCA is based on addressing the overarching objectives as suggested by the Situation 

Analysis in Section 2. That is, delivery of a next stage of the development in a cost-effective 

manner, while giving regard to the important role the jetty structure has historically played as a 

source of recreation. Simultaneously, it is important to give regard to the heritage status of the jetty 

structure within the broader Carnarvon Heritage Precinct, noting the existing precinct and State 

Government decision to progress Stage 2 of the project also achieved this objective. 

The weightings system is based on a two-step process, where criteria are initially grouped into 

groups which are similar to each other and represent a “macro” objective. The macro objectives are 

initially weighted, with the criteria within each macro objective then weighted to 100% within the 

macro objective. The macro objectives are then multiplied by the criteria weights to yield an overall 

weighting. 

A summary of the MCA, weights, scoring and rationale are provided below. 

Table 3.3 Multicriteria assessment scoring system: One Mile Jetty Stage 3 business case 

Macro 

objective 

Objective 

weight 

Criteria Description Scoring Criteria 

weight 

Applied 

weight 

Financial 45% Capital cost This criteria considers the 

extent to which the option 

has a low capital cost. This 

is in line with State 

Government requirements 

with respect to minimising 

project expenditures, and 

gives regard to the fact 

funds have already been 

invested in the precinct to 

re-open the jetty. 

Each option is ranked from 

least expensive to most 

expensive, with the least 

expensive option ranking 

the highest. 

70% 31.5% 

  Operating cost This criteria considers the 

ongoing financial costs 

associated with the option, 

giving regard to the limited 

financial capacity of 

members of the One Mile 

Jetty Working Group to fund 

the upkeep of the structure 

on an ongoing basis. 

Each option is ranked from 

least costly to most costly, 

with the least costly option 

There is a lower operating 

cost associated with “drive” 

options versus “walk” 

options, due to the structure 

being stronger and therefore 

requiring less ongoing 

maintenance. 

20% 9.0% 
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Macro 

objective 

Objective 

weight 

Criteria Description Scoring Criteria 

weight 

Applied 

weight 

  Commercialisation 

potential 

This criteria considers the 

extent to which the option 

could foster some form of 

future commercial activity at 

the jetty or the precinct, to 

assist in defraying the costs 

of upkeep in the future. 

Each option is ranked from 

having the most potential to 

the least potential. 

Generally options which 

have an end structure are 

preferred to those without, 

and within this option which 

provide the capacity for the 

train are preferred. 

10% 4.5% 

Community 

use and 

activation 

35% Use for walking / 

running 

This criteria gives regard to 

the use of the jetty structure 

for active recreation, in the 

form of walking and running. 

The weighting is lower than 

fishing due to the stated 

preferences of users 

surveyed. 

Each option is ranked by 

length, with options that 

provide the same length of 

structure given the same 

score. 

20% 7.0% 

  Use for fishing  This criteria gives regard to 

the use of the jetty structure 

for active recreation, in the 

form of fishing. This requires 

access to at least the water 

line. The weighting is the 

highest due to the stated 

preferences of users 

surveyed. 

Each option is ranked by 

length and its terminal 

structure, with options that 

have no terminal structure 

ranked lowest. Deep water 

options are preferred to 

water line options.  

60% 21.0% 

  Use for boating / 

deep water 

activities 

This criteria gives regard to 

the use of the jetty for 

recreational boating, 

swimming, diving and other 

deep water recreation 

pursuits. By nature this 

requires the jetty to reach 

deep water. The ranking is 

lower than fishing due to the 

stated preferences of users 

surveyed. 

Each option is ranked by 

whether it has a platform or 

not, followed by depth. 

There is no preference 

given for strength of 

structure. 

20% 7.0% 

Heritage 25% Delivery of heritage 

features 

This criteria considers how 

many heritage features of 

the jetty the option is able to 

address, noting no option 

will meet all heritage 

requirements due to the 

choice of construction 

materials. 

The options are ranked by 

the extent to which they 

provide: the jetty head, the 

full length rebuild, and the 

capacity to host the heritage 

rail. 

100% 20.0% 

Source: ACIL Allen 
  

The options assessment as presented above provides a balance between ensuring the cost of any 

build is able to deliver a return for both heritage and recreation purposes. On balance, options 

which provide recreation will be preferred to those which may be more in keeping with the heritage 

of the jetty, but not at any cost. 

The results of the options analysis are presented in the next section. 
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3.3 Options Assessment results 

The scoring and overall assessment under the multicriteria assessment framework developed by 

ACIL Allen is presented below (Figure 3.1). 

Figure 3.1 Multicriteria assessment results 

 

Source: ACIL Allen, with BMT Group, Gascoyne Development Commission 
  

The assessment identifies the two options which best meet the balanced objectives of Stage 3 are 

Option 10 and Option 9. However, as these two options are very similar to each other, and also 

achieved near-identical scores, ACIL Allen decided to overrule the MCA results and include Option 

4 over Option 9 in the shortlisting process. As a result, Option 10 and Option 4 are carried through 

into the shortlist analysis. 

A decision to overrule the MCA results was taken for the following reasons. 

— Option 10 and Option 9 are fundamentally the same, with the only difference being Option 10 

provides capacity to host the heritage rail service and Option 9 does not. 

— Both Option 10 and Option 9 are likely to result in similar outcomes in the Benefit Cost 

Assessment, and so taking them both through may not fully demonstrate a robust 

consideration of alternative options. 

— Option 4, as the next best scoring option, provides a staging option against Option 10, as it is 

a water line build option compared to a full length build option. 

The short listed options are introduced in more detail in the next section. 

3.3.1 Option 10: Full Rebuild Including Train Capacity and Jetty Head 

In Option 10, Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty redevelopment would result in the delivery of a 

complete structural replacement of the One Mile Jetty as it was constituted prior to the demolition. 

This would provide a full length structure (~1,333 metres), with a large terminal structure and 

provide the required structural integrity for the heritage train to operate on the jetty. 

This option is the most costly from a capital cost perspective, with an indicative establishment 

capital cost of $19.3 million. This would take investment in the One Mile Jetty structure across the 

three stages of the project to over $25 million. 

Capital

cost

Operating 

cost

Commercial 

potential

Use for 

walking

Use for 

fishing

Use for 

boating

True to 

heritage

31.5% 9.0% 4.5% 7.0% 21.0% 7.0% 20.0%

Do nothing $0.0m 1 1 7 11 11 11 11 6.770 11

Option 1 $5.5m 2 3 7 7 9 7 10 6.085 9

Option 2 $8.3m 4 5 6 7 5 7 9 5.810 6

Option 3 $5.9m 3 2 7 7 9 7 6 5.510 5

Option 4 $8.7m 5 4 5 7 5 7 5 5.190 3

Option 5 $9.9m 6 7 7 3 7 5 8 6.465 10

Option 6 $12.9m 8 9 4 3 3 3 7 5.960 8

Option 7 $10.6m 7 6 7 3 7 5 4 5.890 7

Option 8 $13.6m 9 8 3 3 3 3 3 5.340 4

Option 9 $18.6m 10 11 2 1 1 1 2 4.980 2

Option 10 $19.3m 11 10 1 1 1 1 1 4.960 1

Rank
Weighted 

score
Build cost 

($m)
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However, balanced against this capital cost is that the option results in both the highest score on 

recreation attributes and heritage attributes. In this way, Option 10 could be considered the 

“ultimate” redevelopment option, in that it will provide for the recreation desires of the community 

while also meeting as many of the heritage objectives of the build as can be achieved given the 

constraints associated with accessing historic timbers. 

An indicative schematic of Option 10 is provided on the following pages. 

3.3.2 Option 4: Water Line Rebuild Including Train Capacity plus Platform 

In Option 4, Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty redevelopment would result in the delivery of second 

stage build which would take the jetty structure to approximately the water line. For the purposes of 

this assessment is it is assumed this would require an investment to build approximately 500 

metres of additional jetty length, to take the full structure to approximately 950 metres from its 

commencement within the Carnarvon Heritage Precinct. 

Analysis undertaken by the Department of Transport suggests the seabed in the coastal area 

surrounding the oceanic portion of the One Mile Jetty has suffered significant accretion since the 

jetty was first built. A report prepared by officers of the Department recommends that for the One 

Mile Jetty to reach a notional water line on a sustained basis (ie over a 50 year life), it should be 

built to approximately one kilometre in length.20 

This option requires a relatively low capital investment due to a shorter length, a smaller terminal 

platform, and less infrastructure being installed in deeper water. As a result the capital cost is a 

more modest $8.3 million, with a total capital investment across the three stages of the project of 

around $14 million. 

While the capital cost is lower, the lack of deep water restricts the potential for the stage of the 

development to meet the needs of the regional community. This is due to a restricted potential for 

deep water activities, and reduced capacity for fishing relative to Option 10 due to the smaller 

terminal structure. The option is also inferior from a heritage perspective as it only partially 

addresses the available heritage objectives which can be achieved. 

An indicative schematic of Option 4 is provided on the following pages. 

3.4 Assessing Stage 3 

As of the finalisation of this business case, the focus of stakeholders involved in the One Mile Jetty 

redevelopment has been finalisation of Stage 1 and progression towards detailed design of Stage 

2. An assessment of a Stage 3 of investment in the redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty is based 

on a series of assumptions regarding Stage 2, being: 

— Stage 2 will result in approximately 400 metres of the jetty being available for use by the 

community 

— Any new infrastructure installed as part of Stage 2 will be built using modern construction 

materials, at a cyclone-resistant standard, with a jetty width which is consistent with the 

historic structure 

— Stage 2 will be built to a standard which would enable the heritage train to operate at some 

point in the future 

— Funding for the initial operations and maintenance (first five years) of Stage 2 has been made 

available, and no remediation or additional costs will be required for Stage 3 to integrate with 

Stage 2. 

 
20 Department of Transport. 2021. Technical Note: Shoreline changes at the Carnarvon Prawning Jetty and 
One Mile Jetty [unpublished]. Provided by Department of Transport through One Mile Jetty Working Group. 
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4 Benefit Cost 

Assessment 4 
  

This section presents the framework for assessing each of these options and the overall results 

using a Benefit Cost Assessment (BCA) framework.  

4.1 Benefit Cost Assessment framework  

In order to project the net social impacts of Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty redevelopment, ACIL 

Allen has developed a Benefit Cost Assessment framework. A Benefit Cost Assessment (BCA) is a 

commonly used quantitative framework for logically analysing the social and economic costs and 

benefits of a particular policy, project or investment. 

The basis of a BCA is simple: for a given investment proposal or policy reform, a BCA compares 

the total projected costs (including opportunity cost) to the community and economy of the 

investment or policy with the total projected benefits. This determines whether the benefits 

outweigh the costs, and by how much.  

The output of a BCA is typically expressed as a Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) where total benefits are 

divided by total costs. A BCR of greater than one indicates that the quantifiable net benefits of the 

policy, project or investment exceed the quantifiable costs. All things being equal, this suggests 

there is economic and social value in investing in the option. The reverse applies for a BCR below 

one. 

A BCA provides a framework for analysing information in a logical and consistent way by assisting 

policymakers to determine which investment option is the most economically effective and efficient 

in achieving the desired outcomes. A BCR of less than one does not automatically preclude the 

implementation of the policy, project or investment however the business case would typically 

require strong alternate reasoning such as a clear social policy mandate. 

In this case, ACIL Allen’s assessment is based exclusively on a decision to invest in Stage 3 of the 

One Mile Jetty, not the net social impact of the One Mile Jetty in its totality. The costs and benefits 

are those which can be reasonably attributed to an extension of the jetty structure, and associated 

investment in a structure at the end of the jetty for use by the community. Investments in Stage 1 

(removal of heritage timbers) and Stage 2 (re-opening the jetty) are also decisions which have 

already been taken, meaning they form part of the base case in this assessment. 

A range of benefits and costs have been considered in the context of both the financial, and 

economic and social analysis. These are presented below. Each benefit and cost stream and the 

associated assumptions made are discussed in the next section. 

Costs 

The following economic, financial and social costs are considered within the scope of the Stage 3 

One Mile Jetty BCA. 
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The costs are exclusively financial costs, as there are considered to be no environmental or 

amenity costs to consider. This is because the One Mile Jetty site is a “brownfield” site, with 

existing infrastructure corridors in place, meaning there is no net environmental disturbance 

associated with the decision to invest. In addition, the site is located outside of residential, 

commercial and community areas, meaning there is no amenity impact during construction or 

operations.  

— Initial capital expenditure required to build Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty, as defined by the 

cost block analysis of BMT. 

— Ongoing capital expenditure required to maintain the condition of initial capital expenditure 

for the useful life of Stage 3, as defined by BMT 

— Incremental operating expenditure associated with minor repairs and maintenance, 

monitoring and management of One Mile Jetty over and above what it is assumed will be 

spent to operate the jetty once Stage 2 is operational 

Benefits 

The benefits associated with Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty redevelopment principally centre on the 

partial restoration of heritage value of the jetty, and the provision of additional recreation 

opportunities for the residents of the region. Other economic benefits are assumed to be fostered 

by the decision to invest. The following economic, financial and social benefits are considered 

within the scope of the Stage 3 One Mile Jetty BCA. 

— Partial restoration of the heritage value of the One Mile Jetty, given the decision to invest 

results in replacement of the structure which is subject to two entries in the Register of State 

Heritage. 

— Recreational use for fishing considers the value associated with opportunities to undertake 

fishing by the regional population. 

— Recreational use for boating considers the value associated with opportunities to undertake 

boating by the regional population 

— Regional visitation expenditure considers a conservative estimate of the potential interstate 

and overseas tourism expenditure increase which could be attributed to this stage of the One 

Mile Jetty 

— Sustainable regional employment ascribes a value to the assumed regional job/s created in 

management, maintenance and oversight of the One Mile Jetty due to the decision to invest in 

this stage of the redevelopment. 

4.2 Inputs and assumptions 

In order to complete the BCA, ACIL Allen developed a range of inputs and assumptions. These are 

detailed in the following section. 

4.2.1 Overarching assumptions 

The following section details the methodology and key assumptions used to populate ACIL Allen’s 

BCA framework. Table 4.1 below presents the overall modelling inputs and assumptions, and the 

sub sections below detail the methodology and assumptions used to quantify each benefit and cost 

stream. 
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Table 4.1 Overarching assumptions 

Assumption Value Source and discussion 

Reporting type Financial year ACIL Allen to align with State Budget cycles and 

State Government statutory reporting cycle 

Modelling type Nominal terms ACIL Allen, to align with contemporary practice 

and requirement to consider a 7% discount rate. 

Modelling period 30 years ACIL Allen from BMT. Chosen to reflect the 

minimum expected life of the infrastructure noting 

a longer life is possible, and likely with appropriate 

maintenance. 

Base discount rate 7% Department of Treasury, in line with business case 

assessment requirements. 

Source: ACIL Allen 
 

4.2.2 Assessment of costs 

As introduced in Section 4.1, there are three costs considered as part of the BCA framework: initial 

capital expenditure, ongoing capital expenditure, and incremental operating expenditure. These 

costs, for each option, are detailed below. 

Initial capital expenditure 

The initial capital expenditure required to deliver each option is determined through the cost block 

analysis undertaken by BMT. The cost block analysis considers itemised construction costs 

associated with the development of each component of the built infrastructure, plus associated 

overarching costs like mobilisation, contingencies and overheads. 

The capital cost for Option 10 is set at $19.3 million in nominal terms, utilising the below cost block 

breakdown (rounded to the nearest $10,000). 

— Preliminaries & Engineering: $1.76 million 

— Mobilisation & Demobilisation: $0.34 million 

— Built Infrastructure: $14.67 million 

— Contingencies (15% of costs): $2.51 million 

The capital cost for Option 4 is set at $8.7 million in nominal terms, utilising the below cost block 

breakdown (rounded to the nearest $10,000). 

— Preliminaries & Engineering: $0.77 million 

— Mobilisation & Demobilisation: $0.34 million 

— Built Infrastructure: $6.42 million 

— Contingencies (15% of costs): $1.13 million 

Setting capital costs is an important consideration for the BCA, as the rate of capital expenditure 

determines ongoing capital expenditure and operating expenditure estimates. ACIL Allen has 

completed a scenario analysis on the capital investment at the conclusion of the BCA to 

demonstrate the sensitivity of the BCRs to the upfront capital investment. 

Ongoing capital expenditure 

The ongoing capital expenditure for each option is determined using a standard ratio of sustaining 

capital expenditure for marine infrastructure, developed by the World Association for Waterborne 
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Transport Infrastructure.21 The document provides guidance on approaches to capital renewal 

budgeting for marine infrastructure, ranging from full trading ports through to breakwaters. 

The ratios suggest an average of 1-2% per annum should be set aside for most of the individual 

assets used to rebuild the One Mile Jetty (such as steel piles and concrete decking). As a 

conservative assumption ACIL Allen has adopted the top end of this range (2%). 

Renewals expenditure does not begin immediately, as the initial build of the infrastructure is such 

that it does not require attention for some years. In line with advice from BMT ACIL Allen’s BCA 

assumes the infrastructure renewal cycle commences in the sixth year of operations. 

Overall, the ongoing capital expenditure for Option 10 is assumed to be $15.3 million in nominal 

terms. By contrast, the ongoing capital expenditure for Option 4 is assumed to be $6.9 million in 

nominal terms. 

Incremental operating expenditure 

Operating expenditure refers to spend at the One Mile Jetty which is required to ensure the asset is 

managed and maintained safely. This is likely to include ongoing monitoring, inspections, minor 

maintenance, and repairs which do not meet the criteria of a capital reinvestment (as these are 

captured by the ongoing capital expenditure cost line). 

It is assumed the progression of the One Mile Jetty to an additional FTE staff member being 

employed by the entity responsible for management of the jetty. This is to ensure the facility has 

adequate oversight and capacity to intervene when minor maintenance issues arise. It is assumed 

this FTE would be the equivalent to a level 3 in the Western Australian public sector, with a salary 

of ~$65,000 per annum (2022). 

Beyond this resource, it is assumed the facility would require ongoing minor maintenance and other 

operational expenditure equivalent to 1% of the capital expenditure per annum. This yields an 

expenditure of $192,000 per annum (real terms) for Option 10, and $86,600 per annum This is in 

line with the experiences of other heritage jetties across Western Australia, including the Busselton 

Jetty which has recorded a non-wage operational spend of between $190,000 per annum and 

$260,000 per annum over the past five years.22 

On this basis, the operating expenditure of Option 10 is $11.6 million, while the operating 

expenditure of Option 4 is $6.8 million. 

4.2.3 Assessment of benefits 

As introduced in Section 4.1, there are five benefits which have been quantified as part of the BCA 

framework centre on the heritage, recreation and economic impacts expected to be fostered by 

Stage 3. These benefits are discussed below. 

Partial restoration of the heritage value of the One Mile Jetty 

As discussed in Section 2, the One Mile Jetty and the One Mile Jetty heritage train are both listed 

on Western Australia’s State Register of Heritage Places. Stage 3 of the redevelopment will go part 

of the way to restoring the heritage value of the One Mile Jetty. 

There are multiple methodologies which can be used to value the heritage associated with built 

infrastructure and assets. These include contingent valuation, replacement cost, a travel cost 

 
21 PIANC. 2014. Sustainable Ports – A Guide for Port Authorities. Accessed online at 
http://www.sustainableworldports.org/projects/pianc-sustainable-ports-guide/ 

22 Australian Charities and Not-for-Profits Commission. 2021. Busselton Jetty Inc Annual Reports. Accessed 
online at http://www.acnc.gov.au/ 
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method, and hedonic regression (valuing assets with heritage attributes against those without 

heritage attributes). ACIL Allen has adopted a contingent valuation approach for this BCA. 

The selection of a contingent valuation approach was taken due to other methodologies being less 

reliable or applicable to the circumstances of this investment decision, a lack of available data, and 

challenges with comparing the One Mile Jetty to other non-heritage assets and structures. A full 

replacement cost approach was technically feasible as BMT’s cost block analysis provided the 

means to quantify the restoration value of the asset, but given the redevelopment will use 

alternative construction materials it was considered likely this approach would overstate the 

heritage value. 

Contingent Valuation is a technique which asks users or beneficiaries of a piece of common user or 

non-chargeable infrastructure what they would be willing to pay to benefit from or use the 

infrastructure. This methodology is based on the theory of stated preferences, whereby individuals 

express how much they value a certain good or service by their willingness to pay for it. 

To build a contingent valuation approach to this benefit, ACIL Allen relied upon the community 

survey undertaken by the Gascoyne Development Commission in 2021. Two questions were asked 

in this survey which provide the basis for a Contingent Valuation methodology, being: 

— Thinking about the future of the Jetty, how much would you consider to be a suitable entry fee 

to the Jetty? 

― $0 

― $2 

― $4 

― $6 or more 

— Thinking about the future of the Jetty, how much would you consider to be a suitable fee for a 

yearly local residents pass to the Jetty? 

― $0 

― $20 

― $40 

― $60 or more 

ACIL Allen reviewed all survey responses, to produce an average Contingent Value of all survey 

respondents. A survey response sample for non-local respondents was not large enough to be 

considered on a standalone basis, and so a single Contingent Value was derived. This value is 

$3.44 per visit. That it, visitors to the One Mile Jetty would be willing to pay $3.44 for a single visit 

to the One Mile Jetty. 

A final adjustment is made to reflect the proportion of the jetty infrastructure which is to be rebuilt in 

the particular option. For Option 10, the value is 78.5 per cent, and for Option 4, the value is 26.5 

per cent. 

To convert this to a Contingent Valuation, ACIL Allen assumed 95 per cent of Carnarvon residents 

were aware of the One Mile Jetty, while one per cent of Western Australians outside of Carnarvon 

were aware. ACIL Allen then applied the Contingent Value of $3.44 to the awareness ratios, and to 

the populations of Carnarvon (5,077) and Rest of Western Australia (2,680,123). This yields an 

initial Contingent Value of the One Mile Jetty of $88,000 in Option 10, and $29,000 for Option 4. 

The populations of Carnarvon and Rest of Western Australia would be expected to change over 

time. ACIL Allen applied the long term population growth rates assumed by the Department of 

Planning, Lands and Heritage for Carnarvon (~1 per cent decline per annum), and by the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics for Rest of Western Australia (~1.25 per cent growth per annum), to 

yield a projection of Contingent Value over the 30 year modelling period. 



 

 

 

One Mile Jetty: Stage 3 Business Case 32 
 

On this basis, the heritage value of the One Mile Jetty Stage 3 investment is estimated to be $4.6 

million in Option 10, and $1.6 million across both options. 

This is considered to be a conservative assessment of the heritage value of the Jetty, in that it is 

likely to reflect the extent to which people value the jetty in its current state and with its current 

uses. ACIL Allen has undertaken a scenario analysis to identify how a change in the Contingent 

Value residents and non-locals place on the One Mile Jetty could impact on the BCA. 

Recreational use for fishing 

One of the major local resident uses of the One Mile Jetty has historically been as a recreational 

fishing platform or location. Recreational fishing is one of the major recreational pursuits of 

residents in the broader Gascoyne region, according to the Department of Primary Industries and 

Regional Development. In its most recent survey23, an estimated 13.9 per cent of Gascoyne 

residents both held a recreational fishing licence and recalled participating in recreational fishing at 

least once in the survey period. 

This participation value is applied to the Carnarvon resident population24, to yield an estimated 

recreational fishing base of 706 residents each year. ACIL Allen assumes an individual will 

participate in at least four recreational fishing sessions in a given year, in line with the findings of 

the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development survey. 

To value the use of the One Mile Jetty for recreational fishing, ACIL Allen applied values sourced 

from the Oregon State University Active Recreation Valuation Database25, a database managed by 

an academic at the university which tracks global Contingent Valuation and other valuation studies 

centred on creation of opportunities to engage in active recreation. ACIL Allen filtered the database 

to consider shore-based fishing opportunities, and values which had been included in the data set 

in the past ten years only. This suggests the value of a new opportunity to undertake fishing is 

$123.90 in real 2022 Australian dollars. 

Application of these values yields an estimated recreational fishing benefit from the One Mile Jetty 

of $89,626 in the first year of operations. Over the modelling period, the benefit is estimated to be 

$3.9 million for both Option 10 and Option 4, as both options provide infrastructure to a depth which 

allows fishing to take place. 

Recreational use for boating 

One of the other major local resident uses of the One Mile Jetty has historically been as a piece of 

recreational boating infrastructure, particularly for very small craft such as dinghies and outboard 

motor driven vessels. As with recreational fishing, boating is one of the major recreational pursuits 

of residents in the Gascoyne region, according to the Department of Transport. In its Gascoyne 

Region Recreational Boating Facilities Study 2021-22, the Department found 11.8 per cent of 

Carnarvon residents owned a boat (as measured by the ratio of registered boats per 1,000 

residents) and used it regularly for recreational purposes. 

This level of boat ownership was applied to the Carnarvon resident population, to yield an 

estimated recreational boating base of 599. ACIL Allen assumes each participant will participate in 

 
23 Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development. 2020. Statewide recreational fishing survey, 
Full Report. Accessed online at http://www.fish.wa.gov.au/ 

24 Given the plethora of recreational fishing opportunities which exist in the Gascoyne region it was 
considered a more conservative and realistic assumption to assume the One Mile Jetty was used 
predominately by local residents. 

25 Oregon State University. 2022. Recreation Use Values Database. Accessed online at 
http://www.recvaluation.forestry.oregonstate.edu/database/ 
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at least four recreational boating sessions in a given year, in line with participation in recreational 

fishing due to lack of available data to make an alternative assumption. 

To value the use of the One Mile Jetty for recreational boating, ACIL Allen applied values sourced 

from the Oregon State University Active Recreation Valuation Database26, a database managed by 

an academic at the university which tracks global Contingent Valuation and other valuation studies 

centred on creation of opportunities to engage in active recreation. ACIL Allen filtered the database 

to consider near-shore recreational boating opportunities, and values which had been included in 

the data set in the past ten years only. This suggests the value of a new opportunity to undertake 

recreational boating is $89.40 in real 2022 Australian dollars. 

Application of these values yields an estimated recreational boating benefit from the One Mile Jetty 

of $54,898 in the first year of operations. Over the modelling period, the benefit is estimated to be 

$2.4 million for Option 10 only, as Option 4 does not permit access to the jetty for boating. The 

recreational boating value for Option 4 is therefore zero. 

Regional visitation expenditure 

The One Mile Jetty, and the broader Carnarvon Heritage Precinct, is one of the Gascoyne region’s 

major pieces of built tourism infrastructure. Despite being closed to public access for over five 

years, the One Mile Jetty ranks 642 out of 4,468 attractions in Western Australia on TripAdvisor’s 

Things to Do in Western Australia list.27 

Carnarvon falls within the Coral Coast region of Tourism Australia’s Tourism Regions. The Coral 

Coast region is Western Australia’s smallest tourism regions (of five), with total visitor nights of 5.67 

million in 2019 (prior to the impact of COVID-19). Therefore an investment in the One Mile Jetty 

can be reasonably expected to drive additional tourism expenditure in the local region, and 

Western Australia more broadly. 

To value this, ACIL Allen reviewed the latest Destination Insights report prepared by Tourism 

Western Australia for the Coral Coast region28, and for the Shire of Carnarvon specifically.29 These 

reports found: 

— There was a total of 51,000 visitors to the Shire of Carnarvon in the 2019 calendar year from 

interstate or overseas, 19,000 from interstate and 32,000 from overseas 

— Of the interstate visitors, 72 per cent were visiting for leisure. Of the overseas visitors, this rate 

was 91 per cent. 

— Some 40 per cent of interstate visitors visiting the Coral Coast region for leisure stated visiting 

attractions / sightseeing was one of the primary drivers for their visit, with this figure increasing 

to 88 per cent for overseas visitors. 

Only interstate and international visitors are valued as it is assumed an incremental dollar of spend 

from an intrastate tourist is funded by a reduction in spend elsewhere. ACIL Allen assumes each 

visitor day results in an additional $120.13 of visitor spend in the local region. As a simplifying 

assumption, it is assumed there is a 10 per cent increase in this particular class local region 

 
26 Oregon State University. 2022. Recreation Use Values Database. Accessed online at 
http://www.recvaluation.forestry.oregonstate.edu/database/ 

27 TripAdvisor. 2022. TripAdvisor Things to Do List Western Australia, current as of 4 March 2022. Accessed 
online at http://www.tripadvisor.com/ 

28 Tourism WA. 2020. Overnight visitor factsheet 2019 – Australia’s Coral Coast. Accessed online at 
http://www.tourism.wa.gov.au/ 

29 Tourism WA. 2019. Overnight visitor factsheet 2017/2018/2019 – Shire of Carnarvon. Accessed online at 
http://www.tourism.wa.gov.au/ 
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visitation (leisure holiday travellers, interested predominately in visiting attractions) in a full length 

rebuild scenario, and a five per cent increase in visitation in a partial length rebuild. 

A 10 per cent increase in visitation implies the progression of the redevelopment would attract an 

additional 4,664 visitors to the Carnarvon region every year. According to past analysis of visitation 

to the One Mile Jetty site, based on trips to the One Mile Jetty Interpretive Centre, the precinct 

attracted around 25,000 visitors on an annual basis prior to the closure of the Jetty itself.30 

Assuming this reflects stable demand for visitation to the precinct, the 4,664 increase in visitation 

would reflect an approximately 20 per cent increase in visitation versus the baseline. This is 

considered a reasonable and conservative assumption. 

Application of these values results in an estimated regional tourism visitation benefit of $383,000 in 

the first year for Option 10, and $191,000 for Option 4. Over the modelling period, the benefit is 

estimated to be $16.8 million for Option 10, and $8.4 million for Option 4. This is the largest benefit 

assessed in the quantitative analysis. 

Sustainable regional employment 

As part of the redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty, it expected funding agencies will mandate the 

development and implementation of adequate asset management practices when an investment is 

made. For instance, the Gascoyne Development Commission has sought an increase in the 

funding available for Stage 2 of the redevelopment to provide the resources for operations and 

maintenance activity. 

ACIL Allen has developed an operating expenditure assumption for the Stage 3 redevelopment 

equivalent to one per cent of capital spend per annum, commencing immediately and in line with 

the PIANC guidelines31. As part of this spend it is assumed one FTE staff member, equivalent to a 

Level 3 in the WA Public Sector General Division salary as defined in the Public Sector CSA 

Agreement 2019. 

This is considered a benefit, which in part offsets the operations expenditure of the infrastructure, 

as regional employment growth is a policy objective of the Commonwealth and State Governments. 

The benefit is valued at $76,000 in both options in the first year of operations. The benefit is valued 

at $3.3 million over the modelling period for both options. 

4.3 Benefit Cost Assessment results 

To assess the costs and benefits of each option, ACIL Allen applies the inputs and assumptions, 

and calculation methodologies presented in Section 4.2 to estimate the net benefit or cost to 

society of undertaking the option. The projected benefits and costs of each option over the 31 year 

modelling period (one year construction, 30 years operations) are presented below. At the end of 

the section there is additional scenario analysis to demonstrate the extent to which the results for 

each option is sensitive to the inputs and assumptions developed for the assessment. 

4.3.1 Option 10: Full Rebuild Including Train Capacity and Jetty Head 

Under Option 10, the capital cost to establish the One Mile Jetty is $19.3 million. Once established, 

the facility is expected to require operations and maintenance expenditure of $27.3 million over the 

first 30 years of its life, or around $1.41 for every dollar of capital expenditure required to build the 

infrastructure. 

 
30 Paxon Group. 2016: Carnarvon Heritage Group Strategic Management and Business Development Plan, 
Business Plan and Operational Plan. Provided. 

31 Ibid. 
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Once built, ACIL Allen estimates Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty under this option will generate a 

total of $31.1 million worth of socioeconomic over the first 30 years of its operating life. The majority 

of the benefit comes in the form of increased regional visitor expenditure ($16.8 million), followed 

by restoration of part of the heritage value of the One Mile Jetty ($4.6 million), use for recreational 

fishing ($3.9 million), sustainable regional employment ($3.3 million) and recreational boating ($2.4 

million). 

The costs and benefits calculated for the assessment in Option 10 are presented below in nominal 

dollars (Figure 4.1). 

Figure 4.1 Benefit Cost Assessment, By Benefit / Cost Stream, $m nominal dollars, Option 10 

 

Source: ACIL Allen 

 

Overall, taking into account the benefits and costs as estimated, an investment in Option 10 

delivers a net cost of $15.4 million in nominal terms over the 30 year modelling period, for a 

Benefit Cost Ratio of 0.67. This implies that for every dollar of expenditure required to deliver the 

facility, there is a net social cost of $0.33. 

On a discounted basis (using a 7% discount rate), taking into account the opportunity cost of 

capital, ACIL Allen estimates an investment in Option 10 delivers a net cost of $17.0 million over 

the 30 year modelling period, for a Benefit Cost Ratio of 0.40. This implies that for every dollar of 

expenditure required to deliver the facility, there is a net social cost of $0.60. 

A summary of the net benefit in discounted terms is presented below (Figure 4.2). 

In both cases, the Benefit Cost Assessment does not support the case for investing in Stage 3 

of the One Mile Jetty at this time. While this ACIL Allen’s analysis does suggest the investment 

produces a net social benefit once operational, it is more appropriate to factor in the capital cost to 

provide a whole-of-asset view. The BCA also provides a view of the net socioeconomic position of 

the project. Another important consideration is a source of funding for the financial costs associated 

with both the capital and operating costs. While the project delivers a net benefit in socioeconomic 

terms, this assumes the financial costs required to deliver the project are fully funded. 
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Figure 4.2 Benefit Cost Assessment Summary, Option 10, PV terms (7% discount rate) 

 

Source: ACIL Allen 

 

4.3.2 Option 4: Water Line Rebuild Including Train Capacity plus Platform 

Under Option 4, the capital cost to establish the One Mile Jetty is $8.7 million. Once established, 

the facility is expected to require operations and maintenance expenditure of $14.1 million over the 

first 30 years of its life, or around $1.62 for every dollar of capital expenditure required to build the 

infrastructure. This is higher than for Option 10 due to the fixed costs associated with operations 

and maintenance being the same across both options. 

Once built, ACIL Allen estimates Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty under this option will generate a 

total of $17.3 million worth of socioeconomic benefits over the first 30 years of its operating life. The 

majority of the benefit comes in the form of increased regional visitor expenditure ($8.4 million), 

followed by use for recreational fishing ($3.9 million), sustainable regional employment  

($3.3 million), and restoration of part of the heritage value of the One Mile Jetty ($1.6 million). 

There is no recreational boating benefit as it is assumed this activity will not be able to be 

undertaken with a partially reconstructed jetty. 

The costs and benefits calculated for the assessment in Option 4 are presented below in nominal 

dollars (Figure 4.3). 

Overall, taking into account the benefits and costs as estimated, an investment in Option 4 delivers 

a net cost of $5.5 million in nominal terms over the 30 year modelling period, for a Benefit 

Cost Ratio of 0.76. This implies that for every dollar of expenditure required to deliver the facility, 

there is a net social cost of $0.24. 

On a discounted basis (using a 7% discount rate), taking into account the opportunity cost of 

capital, ACIL Allen estimates an investment in Option 4 delivers a net cost of $7.1 million over 

the 30 year modelling period, for a Benefit Cost Ratio of 0.47. This implies that for every dollar of 

expenditure required to deliver the facility, there is a net social cost of $0.53. 
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Figure 4.3 Benefit Cost Assessment, By Benefit / Cost Stream, $m nominal dollars, Option 4 

 

Source: ACIL Allen 

 

A summary of the net benefit in discounted terms is presented below (Figure 4.4). 
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Figure 4.4 Benefit Cost Assessment Summary, Option 4, PV terms (7% discount rate) 

 

Source: ACIL Allen 

 

In both cases, the Benefit Cost Assessment does not support the case for investing in Stage 3 

of the One Mile Jetty at this time. While this ACIL Allen’s analysis does suggest the investment 

produces a net social benefit once operational, it is more appropriate to factor in the capital cost to 

provide a whole-of-asset view. 

The BCA also provides a view of the net socioeconomic position of the project. Another important 

consideration is a source of funding for the financial costs associated with both the capital and 

operating costs. While the project delivers a net benefit in socioeconomic terms, this assumes the 

financial costs required to deliver the project are fully funded. 

4.3.3 Scenario analysis 

The Benefit Cost Assessment presented in this section suggests an investment in Stage 3 of the 

One Mile Jetty redevelopment is not supported by net economic and social benefits at this time. 

However, the assessment is conservative, as there is limited information to base a projection of 

future visitation on and the asset has been closed to the public for close to five years. 

In a typical scenario analysis ACIL Allen would expect to analyse the impact of various sensitivities 

regarding the cost of delivering a project, and the discount rate used as the basis for comparison. 

However in this case given the project delivers a negative return in the base case, the more 

important sensitivity analysis is centred on the benefits the Stage 3 investment can deliver. 

ACIL Allen has undertaken sensitivity analysis on two kinds of benefits, being regional visitation 

and recreational use values. The results of the sensitivity analysis are provided below. 

Regional visitation scenario analysis 

As it stands ACIL Allen has assumed an effective attributable interstate and international visitation 

increase of 3,100 for Option 10, and 1,550 for Option 4. These values are based on an 
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Carnarvon and the broader Coral Coast tourism region. Over the modelling period, this results in an 

attributable 93,293 visitors for Option 10, and 46,646 visitors for Option 4. 

There is potential for visitation to be higher in the long run, which would ultimately result in 

improved economic and social returns from the investment. To test the sensitivity of the overall 

result to visitation, ACIL Allen has developed a visitation growth curve which increases the level of 

visitation by a target percentage between Year 6 and Year 10 of the modelling period, and holds 

this new level of visitation constant thereafter. This provides a perspective on how the level of 

visitation would need to change in order to deliver a Benefit Cost Ratio of 1.0, which is adequate to 

demonstrate the benefits are at least as large as the costs over the modelling period. 

For Option 10, attributable visitation would need to increase to 405,450 over the 30 year period in 

order for the Benefit Cost Assessment to breakeven with a discount rate of 7%, an increase of 

334% over the base case assumption. This is equivalent to around 13,500 attributable visitors per 

annum. 

For Option 4, attributable visitation would need to increase to 176,898 over the 30 year period in 

order for the Benefit Cost Assessment to breakeven with a discount rate of 7%, an increase of 

279% over the base case assumption. This is equivalent to around 5,900 attributable visitors per 

annum. 

This analysis demonstrates reliance on visitation alone is unlikely to generate a net economic and 

social return on the next stage of the One Mile Jetty investment unless a significant increase in 

tourism can be fostered by the site.  

Recreational use value scenario analysis 

The other primary benefit channel associated with Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty is the value to the 

community in the form of recreational activities. This is measured in the form of fishing for both 

options, and boating for Option 10 only. 

There is potential for recreational use by the Carnarvon community to be both higher, and valued 

higher than the assumptions used as part of the assessment. If either or both of these values were 

higher, the community recreational use value associated with Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty 

redevelopment would be higher. 

To test the sensitivity of the assessment to the recreational use values, ACIL Allen has run two 

scenarios for each option: a scenario where the use of the infrastructure by the community is twice 

as large (ie there are twice as many recreational fishing or boating activities undertaken at the One 

Mile Jetty than assumed), and a scenario where there is more use and the value of this use is 50% 

higher than has been assumed in the study. Either scenario could credibly occur if Stage 3 of the 

One Mile Jetty is highly valued by the community once it is established. 

For Option 10, the value of increased community use improves the BCR to 0.48 at a 7% discount 

rate, from 0.40. Including the additional value per use pushes the BCR to 0.56 at the discount rate 

used for the study. 

For Option 4, the value of increased community use improves the BCR to 0.58 at a 7% discount 

rate, from 0.47 in the base case. Including the additional value per use pushes the BCR to 0.68 at 

the discount rate used for the study. 

The analysis demonstrates that improved community utilisation of the One Mile Jetty alone is not 

adequate to result in a net economic and social benefit for Stage 3. This suggests the focus of the 

next stage of the One Mile Jetty should be on enabling the infrastructure and associated precinct 

as a tourism destination 
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5 Recommendations 

and Next Steps 5 
  

5.1 Findings and directions 

ACIL Allen’s business case, and the broader process which has taken place to develop this 

business case, highlights the significance of the One Mile Jetty and the broader Carnarvon 

Heritage Precinct to Carnarvon, the Gascoyne region, and Western Australia at large. 

The story of the One Mile Jetty is unique, though in a general sense tracks the experience of 

Western Australia’s other historic timber jetties which dot the State’s coastline. The deterioration in 

the asset condition of the Carnarvon One Mile Jetty, leading to the eventual removal of the majority 

of the structure for community safety reasons, is the outcome of a series of decisions over more 

than 30 years. These decisions to not reflect on the value of the One Mile Jetty as an item of 

Western Australia’s heritage, or its potential as both a valued community asset and piece of tourism 

infrastructure. 

However, at this time, an economic, financial and social analysis of a decision to progress beyond 

Stage 2 of the redevelopment of the One Mile Jetty is not supported. This is for a number of 

reasons, being: 

— The cost of developing the infrastructure outweighs the economic and social benefits which 

can be credibly estimated at this time. This is demonstrated by the negative Benefit Cost 

Ratios for both a partial and full redevelopment option for Stage 3. 

— There is currently no financial capacity to fund the operations and maintenance of Stage 3 of 

the One Mile Jetty. Using best practice marine infrastructure budgeting principles ACIL Allen 

estimates an average of $291,000 for Option 4, and $563,000 for Option 10, in real 2022 

dollars is required per annum to maintain this part of the One Mile Jetty on an ongoing basis. 

— The population of Carnarvon is inadequate to consider an investment of this kind for 

recreational purposes, as may be the case in more densely population regions where other 

historic timber jetties have received funding. This is measured by the sensitivity analysis on 

the Benefit Cost Ratios. 

— The pathway to improving the economic and social return on the infrastructure is centred on 

its capacity to facilitate growth in tourism visitation to Carnarvon and the broader Gascoyne 

region. It is not clear an investment in a longer jetty structure will, on its own, drive this 

outcome. 

The outcome of this business case is there should be no further investment in the One Mile 

Jetty beyond the existing commitments made as part of Stage 1 and Stage 2 at this time. 

However, there are a number of activities and actions which can be taken to ensure a decision to 

invest can be made in the future. These are discussed on the following pages. 
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5.2 Progressing towards Stage 3 

There are a number of important steps which stakeholders can take to ensure an investment 

decision in Stage 3 of the One Mile Jetty is positioned for success in the future. These are 

described below. 

Activating the Carnarvon Heritage Precinct 

ACIL Allen’s business case has identified that the pathway to progressing Stage 3 of the One Mile 

Jetty redevelopment must be centred on tapping into the tourism potential of the infrastructure and 

broader region, to drive tourism visitation and spending. 

This is unlikely to be driven by an investment in the One Mile Jetty structure alone. It will be 

important for stakeholders to ensure the Carnarvon Heritage Precinct is set up for success, and 

can facilitate an increased level of use by the community and tourists alike. This could take a 

number of forms, including: 

— targeted investments in community infrastructure, such as community playgrounds, active 

recreation opportunities, and open spaces 

— further support for commercial / not for profit business developments in the precinct, with 

support to continue trading as visitation and activation improves 

— wayfinding, signage and other points of interest to help build community and visitor 

understanding and appreciation of the One Mile Jetty’s heritage 

As part of these investments, it will be important for stakeholders to acknowledge and give strong 

regard to the history and stories associated with the Path of Pain and Lock Hospital Tragedy. 

These events are central to the history of the One Mile Jetty, and an appropriate acknowledgement 

is considered an important part of the reconciliation journey of the region. 

ACIL Allen understands the salvage of heritage timbers from Stage 1 of the One Mile Jetty 

redevelopment has identified a number of pieces of timber which can be utilised for a variety of 

non-structural purposes. This may include integration into the fascia of structures. Strong regard 

should be given to the utilisation of these timbers in projects which are designed to activate the 

precinct. 

Identifying revenue and alternative funding streams 

A critical gap in the current business case for Stage 3 is the identification of funding sources for 

both the capital cost and ongoing operations and maintenance expenditure associated with the 

facility. Under the current approach, it is assumed the State or Commonwealth Government would 

fund the capital cost of establishing Stage 3, and there is no party responsible for the operations 

and maintenance costs. 

State or Commonwealth funding for Stage 3 means the business case should demonstrate a 

positive Benefit Cost Ratio prior to funding. 

Even if the capital cost challenge could be overcome, or a commitment to fund the project was able 

to be achieved without regard to the Benefit Cost Assessment, it is unlikely the project would still 

proceed due to the lack of financial capacity to fund the operations and maintenance expenditure 

associated with the stage. Therefore, regardless of the source of funding, it will be important for 

stakeholders to identify a revenue stream or funding source for the infrastructure. 

The Busselton Jetty is a case in point. As part of the various redevelopment projects and 

development of the broader Busselton Jetty precinct, the City of Busselton progressively developed 

a business model which results in a third party providing a fixed annual payment which covers the 
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majority of the operations and maintenance costs of the jetty structure, in return for this third party 

being granted the rights to earn revenue from use of the jetty. 

This kind of model is possible due to the high utilisation of the Busselton Jetty by tourists and 

visitors, and the broader population base of the region. However a similar model may be possible 

for the Carnarvon One Mile Jetty in the future if the precinct is able to be activated by businesses 

and not for profit entities. 

Alternatively, it will be incumbent on stakeholders to work through an operational plan with local 

businesses, residents and local government which provides the financial capacity required to keep 

the jetty in good, safe working order. 

Clarifying land tenure, ownership and other responsibilities 

ACIL Allen understands there remains some uncertainty regarding which party is set to be 

responsible for the One Mile Jetty structure following the development of Stage 2. The current jetty 

licence agreement suggests the Carnarvon Heritage Group, through its antecedent bodies, is the 

legally responsible party. However ownership of the jetty structure itself remains vested in the State 

of Western Australia through the Department of Transport. There is also a complex land tenure 

arrangement in existence across the area the structure traverses, as outlined in Section 2.3.1. 

Other historic timber jetties in Western Australia have largely transferred from historic ownership by 

the State of Western Australia to the relevant Local Government Authority. The Carnarvon One 

Mile Jetty’s situation is unique amongst these. There is an additional complexity following Stage 1 

of the One Mile Jetty redevelopment project in that by removing a significant portion of the jetty 

structure, the remaining One Mile Jetty no longer meets the legislative definition of a jetty. 

Clarification of matters of land tenure, infrastructure ownership, and ongoing responsibility for 

operations and maintenance, should be a focus of the One Mile Jetty Working Group during Stage 

2 of the redevelopment, with a view to ensuring all matters are clarified prior to further works on 

Stage 3. This will allow stakeholders to progress the additional work recommended from this 

business case to set a Stage 3 investment up for success. 
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A  

A Original Options for 

One Mile Jetty  A 
  

A.1 Long list options as of March 2021 

ACIL Allen worked with its engineering advisor BMT Group and the One Mile Jetty Working Group 

to develop an initial long list of options to address the situation at the One Mile Jetty prior to the 

impact of Cyclone Seroja and decision of the State Government to provide funding to reopen the 

jetty. The long list is reproduced below. 

Long list options 

Full Length | Timber Beams | Tramway | Jetty Head (Timber) 

Full Length | Steel Beams | Tramway | Jetty Head (Steel) 

Full Length | Timber Beams | Walkway| Jetty Head (Timber) 

Full Length | Steel Beams | Walkway | Jetty Head (Steel) 

Full Length | Timber Beams | Tramway | No Jetty Head 

Full Length | Steel Beams | Tramway| No Jetty Head 

Full Length | Timber Beams | Walkway | No Jetty Head 

Full Length | Steel Beams | Walkway | No Jetty Head 

Partial Length | Timber Beams | Tramway | No Jetty Head 

Partial Length | Steel Beams | Tramway| No Jetty Head 

Partial Length | Timber Beams | Walkway | No Jetty Head 

Partial Length | Steel Beams | Walkway | No Jetty Head 

Short Length | Timber Beams | Tramway | No Jetty Head 

Short Length | Steel Beams | Tramway| No Jetty Head 

Short Length | Timber Beams | Walkway | No Jetty Head 

Short Length | Steel Beams | Walkway | No Jetty Head 

Full Length Parallel Walkway 

Partial Length Parallel Walkway 

Short Length Parallel Walkway 

Development of Monument, Demolish Structure 

Demolish Structure 

Do Nothing 

Source: ACIL Allen 
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