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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Historically, St. Helens has been a major fishing port for Tasmania. It is
strategically located on the east coast in relation to the Tasman Sea and Bass

Strait. It has deep sea access to a wide range ofsea products. Inside Georges
Bay, a major aquaculture industry has been developed.

The future of St. Helens' deep sea fishing and aquaculture production, exports
and employment is at serious risk of closure. Within three years, without major
marine infrastructure investment in a retaining wall at Pelican Point and an
extension of the existing breakwater at the entrance to the Tasman Sea, closure
of the St, Helens' Georges Bay access will occur. The commercial fishing industry
will cease.

Within five years, the existing wharf structure will require the replacement of
key piles, to avoid failure of the structure and the inability to unload fish catches.

The conservative estimate of the economic penalty of the closure of St. Helens to
commercial fishing access/egress and resultant decline in aquaculture
production is estimated at $305 million over 20 years.

A range of detailed marine engineering studies has been completed for St.

Helens over the past 20 years. Most recent investigations confirm early
approaches, The proposed investment solution involves well-established
engineeringtechniques. These are:

the Tasman Sea.

The estimated cost is $21.94 million, over three years, for these water-based
infrastructure components.

The cost of the upgrading of the St. Helens wharf is estimated at$2.4 million.

The total project cost is estimated at $24.33 million.

The proposed Project represents a highly attractive and viable maritime
infrastructure investment. It has a broad range of direct economic/financial
benefits as well as an extensive array of wider economic benefits IWEBsJ.

The following economic criteria, based on Council of Australian Government

[COAG) Project Investment Guidelines, were estimated:

19.07o/o

$34.24 million
2.56

Under a range of possible adverse risk conditions (sensitivity testingJ, the
Project remains highly viable.
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It represents an investment of significant State and Commonwealth Government

significance. It is 'shovel ready' and should proceed to final detailed engineering

design and costing and contract preparation'
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PROPOSED MARINE INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT
FOR ST. HELENS: PELICAN POINT AND BARWAY:

INVESTMENT ANALYSIS/BUSINESS CASE

L, BACKGROUND

1.1. Objectives

The primary purpose of this Report is to present the rationale and justification for
investment in marine infrastructure in St. Helens to avoid the future closure of the St.

Helens/George's Bay and the cessation of its commercial fishing industry.

The findings and technical data specifically relate to the Business Case, which has been
prepared for four key investment components. These are:

ti) the construction of a new retaining wall at Pelican Point;
(iil the extension of the existing barway breakwater;
(iii) the dredging to required depths in the channels linking Georges

Basin to the Tasman sea; and

[iv) upgrading of the St. Helens wharf [piling replacements).

Investment in these key infrastructure components will allow all weather access to/
from St. Helens wharf for both commercial and recreational vessels. In the 'do-nothing'
scenario, by June 2076, it is expected that further sand accumulation in the access

channels and at the barway will result in St. Helens' wharf being inaccessible to ocean
fishing vessels. Water depths will be less than one metre, prohibiting tidal access. The
existing wharf will be Iimited in the deck loadings and the ability to transfer fish from
vessel to vehicle. The local and regional economy of St. Helens will be irreversibly
downsized. Losses in domestic and export fishery revenues and related employment
will be significant. Alternative local/regional employment will not be available.

Burbury Consulting has undertaken a series of detailed engineering investigations for all
three components. A review has been made of the earlier barway breakwater, which
was developed in the early 1980s. (This breakwater was never progressively developed
to fully contain northerly sand movementsJ.

In St. Helens, a detailed series of in-depth interviews with the fishing industry were
conducted. These discussions were held over several hours per session, and covered
fishing industry sector issues, deep sea fishing boat operations, crayfish trawling
operations, aquaculture production in Georges Basin, abalone diving/production, use of
fishing vessels for sand management, fish processing and exporting activities, interstate
fishing operations and outdoor recreation /game fishing/tour activities. [A historic
perspective as to the seaway access conditions in 1,946 and how these conditions have
deteriorated was also obtained from the most senior commercial fisherman in the St.

Helen's area].

Burbury Consulting has prepared a detailed engineering development program for all
components. Cost estimates have been developed and are reflected in the Business
Case. Detailed design and engineering construction are expected to be completed within
three years. There are no environmental issues to be resolved.
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1.2. Appreciation of St. Helens Sea Access Problem

St. Helens is the largest population centre within the Break O'Day Council Local
GovernmentArea [LGA). Its population, as of October 2012, was estimated at 2,794
persons, The Break O'Day LGA population was estimated at 6,794 [ABS, Octob er 2012).

The regional economy has seen its industry base become narrower during the period
2001 to 2006. As identified by the MCA Break O'Day Economic Development Strategy,
2013, the two main lead sectors (or drivers) of the regional economy, population growth
and tourism have slowed over the2006-2011 period. Hence, the regional economy has
been flat since 2006. It continues to remain relatively stagnant as of June 201,3.

The three main economic sectors are [i) the in-person services [education, health,
community services, retail), [ii) tourism (particularly interstate visitors in summer and
Easter peak periods), and (iii) regional export industries [agriculture, forest products
and seafood). It is these last industry sectors which have declined most significantly
since 2006, and which now require restructuring and strengthening.

Since World War II, St. Helens' commercial fishing industry has been a major lead sector
of the local and regional economy. Trevalla, rock lobsters and scallops were important
fish products for Tasmanian exports. In the early 1980s, 'orange roughy' became a
major commercial fish export. During the 1960s and 1970s, it was common for up to 60
commercial fishing vessels to operate to/from St. Helens wharf. Aquaculture emerged
as a vibrant fishery sector during the 1980s. It remains a significant fishery resource.

At issue now for St. Helens is for the commercial fishery sector to remain viable and
sustainable. The past two decades has seen a major reduction in the number of
commercial fishing vessels operating on a permanent basis out of St. Helens. In 1"995,
approximately 50 commercial boats were operational; by 2005, this number dropped to
35 commercial vessels; in2013, there are approximately 22 vessels based in St. Helens.
Estimation of the exact fleet size is difficult; the major influencing factor being the ability
to access St. Helens via the barway and channels leading to Georges Bay.

The future sustainability of St. Helens' commercial fishing industry is dependent on two
key factors:

til the full utilisation of the existing quota system, allowing the
commercial fishermen to catch a sufficient volume of catch to
remain financially viable; and

[ii) the accessibility of Tasman Sea and the fishery resources, given
the shallowing of the access channels from St. Helens to the
fishing grounds.

Industry survey responses indicate that the present system of quotas and licences is
likely to yield sustainable fishing resources. The problems of overfishing of species such
as occurred with 'orange roughy' in the 1980s and 1990s is unlikely to re-occur.

At issue for the existing fishing industry based in St. Helens is to be able to fully utilise
the existing quotas set for fishery yields. The allowable harvest limits have not been
fully met as the depth of water in Georges Bay, at the sea entrance, limits sea access to
the deepsea fishery resources. Annual fishing vessel utilisation rates have declined
significantly over the past five years due to depth limitations, and the need to limit time
at sea to avoid delays on return and deterioration in fishing catch, whilst waiting to gain



access to St. Helens wharf. The existing fleet needs to be more fully utilised. Additional
vessel investment by existing fishing families and the investment in new fishing fleet by
new entrants has been 'frozen' due to the shallowness of channel depths. Hence, the
proposed Business Case investment, as analysed and discussed in detail, focuses on the
need to improve the productivity and financial viability of the existing fishing fleet. It is
not aimed, per se, to justiff new technology to harvest new wild fin-fish species, or to
yield new forms of shellfish production.

In summary, the proposed investment is aimed to provide medium-long term
sustainability of current fishing operations at St. Helens, given the likely future risks of
serious industry downturn and closure, in the 'do-nothing' option.

The primary concern is ocean accessibility. Without a major program of marine
infrastructure investment to limit further sand movements and accretion around
Pelican Point and across the Barway channel, within three years, commercial fishing
vessels will not have sufficient water depth for access/egress. The commercial fishing
industry cannot operate sustainably on water depths of less than one metre.

1.3. The Economic Cost of the'Do-Nothing'Option

A detailed analysis has been undertaken of the economic costs to the commercial fishing
sector and to the local economy of St. Helens, if the proposed marine infrastructure
investment to provide all-weather channel access does not proceed. The approach,
which has been adopted of comparing the 'with' and 'without' marine investment cases
is a well-accepted means of identi$ring the nature of the additional benefits from the
investment which will be foregone, should the marine infrastructure investment not
proceed.

The 'with' and 'without' situation for the marine infrastructure investment can be best
illustrated in Figure 1. With the project investment, commercial fishing activity [in
terms of landed value of catch and direct employmentJ will accelerate. Both the existing
home-ported fleet will increase in productivity [more days at sea; less spoilage of catchJ
and commercial vessels operating out of other Tasmanian and mainland ports will be re-
positioned to St. Helens. Over the next 20 years, annual fishery production could
conservatively grow at between 2o/o to 5o/0. In the initial years after investment annual
growth could average 60/oto 1,0o/o. The aquaculture industry could grow substantially

[from say 200,000 dozen oysters in 2013 to 600,000 dozens by 2017).

At issue for the current aquaculture industry in Georges Bay is the future sustainability
of production, with the need for regular oceanic/saltwater flows to exchange oxygen
levels. Without such flows, most forms of aquaculture (oysters, mussels, sea urchins,
periwinklesJ will be adversely affected. Current plans for new investment remain on
hold until the ocean flow restrictions are removed. Current employment levels remain
at risk.

The size of the likely minimum net loss to the economy of St. Helens can be identified
from the areas within the graphed trend lines of investment' and 'no investment'. As
the years extend to 2033, so does the size of the potential economic loss, regardless of
the extent of growth in the 'with' case. Hence, the urgency to invest in marine
infrastructure as soon as possible.
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In the worst scenario, with no additional major capital investment to assist the siltation
of the access channels, after three years, all commercial fishing movements to and from
St. Helens will be fully restricted. Commercial vessels will have to leave St. Helens;
ocean catch will be unloaded at Triabunna or Hobart, or Bridport. Neither Triabunna
nor Bridport have the berthing facilities to handle a fleet size of more than 20 vessels on
a regular basis. Hence, a significant number of the St. Helens fishing vessels will cease to
operate. Fishermen will sell their vessels. The local economy of St. Helens will
signifi cantly downsize.

Over the past 30 years, St. Helens has been a natural port of entry for ocean-going
yachts, particularly those involved in the Sydney - Hobart yacht race. Modern ocean-
racing yachts now do not enter the barway at St, Helens due to the inherent risks of
grounding. The local economy of St. Helens no longer benefits from short-stay ocean
yacht teams (food, supplies, accommodation, entertainment). These benefits can be
realised with the completion of the project.

Skeptics of the concept of port trade stagnation and decline (i.e., with resultant negative
effects], with no marine infrastructure investment to prevent shallowing of the access

channels for commercial vessels need look no further than to the Port of Melbourne.
Without channel deepening, Iarger container vessels would have ceased to call at the
Port of Melbourne. The Port and its environs would have slowly declined. Over 20
years, a net economic loss of $8.4 billion would have been occurred.

On a smaller scale, small commercial fishing ports along the NSW and Victorian coast,
such as Tweed Heads, Brunswick Heads, Ballinal, Coffs Harbourz and Port Fairy would
have ceased to operate without progressive capital investment in breakwaters and/or
sand management by-pass systems. The estuary ports of Nambucca, Forster, Ulladulla
and Narooma, NSW would not have sustained their aquaculture industries without
protected seawalls to access seawater and freshwater to the oyster beds.

The estimation of the annual cost penalty to the St. Helens economy from a cessation of
commercial fishing activity after June 2016 is reported in Table 1. Over the forecast
period 201,7 to 2033, the total estimated net loss, in terms of direct production,
employment and investment in St. Helens, was $305 million [net present value
estimate). This is to be considered a conservative estimate, as the additional value of
commercial fishing vessels [not based in St. Helens, but who would, if sea access was
availableJ has not been included. This economic loss is collectively a cost penalty to (iJ
the St. Helens/local economy, [ii) the Tasmanian economy, and [iii) to the Australian
economy, in terms of a net annual reduction in the commercial value of fish and
aquaculture products. Domestic and overseas sales receipts, employment and taxation
payments are all included in the economic loss estimate.

The current direct economic value of the St. Helens fishing catch flanded at St. Helens
wharf) has been estimated at$27.48 million, This is composed of white fish, scallops,
rock lobsters, abalone and aquaculture. Over the next three years, this estimate is not
expected to grow; rather, it is likely to decrease (by 20/o per annumJ as current sea

access conditions steadilyworsen. Bythe end of 2016, the total marketvalue of the
catch is estimated at $25,90 million. Correspondingly, the total direct value of fishery

1 The estimated cumulative value of breakwater construction at Ballina since the 1960s has exceeded $40 million
(current replacement cost of $85 million).

2 Total estimated civil works investment in Coffs Harbour's breakwaters and retaining walls since 1975 is
approximately $55 million (current value of $90 million).



employment for St. Helens is expected to decrease from $6.19 million in fune 2013 to
$5.e+ million in2017.

Additional direct economic losses, under the'do-nothing'infrastructure investment
scenario are expected to relate to [i) no further investment in upgrading of the existing
fishing fleet, (ii) no additional technology investment in aquaculture, and (iii) no
additional investment in a new floating marina.



2. PROJECT APPRAISAL METHODOLOGY FOR THE BUSINESS CASE

2,L. Approach and Questions to be Answered

The proposed coastal engineering solution to the avoidance ofthe future closure ofSt.
Helens sea access for commercial vessels [given their draught limits in excess of three
metres at low tide) is to: [iJ construct a retaining wall at Pelican Point, [ii) provide an
extension to the existing barway breakwater, and [iii) to undertake capital dredging to
deepen and re-align navigation channels. As such, these capital works constitute
significant marine infrastructure investment. This investment program needs to be
recognised and referred to as a marine infrastructure investment in a 'sea access road'
for commercial fishing vessels and for larger recreational/charter fishing boats to and
from the St. Helens waterfront. As such, it is no different to any other form of public
infrastructure investment in say access roads, highway improvements, heavy rail
upgrading or bus transit station development. For the proposed marine infrastructure
components, their visibility, however, will be limited to passing commercial and
recreational vessel skippers and crew/passengers. A share ofthe proposed investment
will be below water level, and thus invisible.

Infrastructure projects worldwide and across Australia, including those in Tasmania in
all transport, water, energy and telecommunications sectors, may be regarded as the
'cutting face and tools' of local and regional development, As outlined in Section 3, the
St. Helens marine infrastructure project will yield a broader range of feasible economic
benefits than any comparable road investment project within Tasmania [on a dollar for
dollar basis).

Thus, this proposed infrastructure project may be regarded as a highly appropriate
economic development'tool' for the re-vitalising of the Tasmanian fishing industry in
general, and for the fishing industry of St, Helens, in particular.

The primary aim of preparing a Business Case is to develop an understanding of how a

specific investment project may be developed and analysed to determine its overall
viability. It requires the specification of the project's vision, focus and rationale in terms
of direct and quantifiable economic costs and benefits. It needs to show the catalytic
effects on the local/regional economy from the investment. It needs to show the
potential economic loss from not proceeding. Investment analysis, as typically
conducted on a project-by-project basis, relies on cost-benefit analysis [CBA). CBA is the
most used of the analytic techniques, which exist for the appraisal and evaluation of
public sector infrastructure programs and projects. Its widespread appeal as an
investment technique lies in its technocratic aura, its financial orientation, apparent
simplicity, neatness/methodological rigour, its emphasis on logic and rationality, and its
underpinning of welfare economics principles, in terms of focusing on improving total
community welfare.

Distinction needs to be drawn between the decision maker[sJ [the environment within
which decisions are made] and the analyst[s) who prepares the Business Case and
prepares the analysis, 'Good' Business Case results are fundamentally dependent on
'good' inputs and processes from the broadest spectrum of government and the
community. For this Business Case, full cooperation with St, Helens fishing and business
community and relevant Tasmanian Government personnel to provide industry
estimates and technical support was experienced. Investment decision makers such as

for the proposed St. Helens investment components can choose not to consider the
results of investment analyses, as contained in Business Cases. Project choice can be
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made without CBA. However for St. Helens, in particular, and Tasmania in general, it is
fundamental that international and Australian best practices and procedures be
available and that fundamentally sound projects [in economic and financial terms) are
prepared and presented.

The preparation of the Business Case has followed the broad investment appraisal
principles, which are found throughout Australia, at the Commonwealth and State level.
These are as specified in the Council of Australian Governments [COAG) public sector
investment guidelines. For Tasmania, the Department of Treasury and Finance [DTF)
project analysis guidelines are outlined in the Project Initiation Process (PIP) document
dated April1,997. This document, in referring to the PIP, "establishes a structured
framework to be followed by agencies in presenting projects proposed for inclusion in
the Capital Investment Program".:

The following fundamental questions have been addressed in the preparation of the
Business Case. They include:

(i) What is the objective[s) of the project?

[ii) What is the situation 'with' and 'without'the project?

[iii) Does the project represent the best alternative?
(iv) Who are the beneficiaries?
(vl What is the organisational structure/management of the project?
(viJ Is the overall project justifiable on broad economic, social and

environmental grounds?
(viiJ Is the project technically sustainable?

[viii) What is the most appropriate timing for implementation and delivery?
[ix) What investment performance measures will be utilised for project

viability assessment?

[x] Is the proposed project a risky investment? Have the underlying
assumptions been tested?

2.2. P r oiect Assumptions

In order to undertake the CBA spread sheet modelling, which underpins the Business
Case result development, the following specific assumptions and procedures were
adopted and followed:

t0 A time period of 20 years was relied upon, with a residual or salvage
value for the two rock wall assets included as a benefit in the 20th year.

tiil Benefit streams only forecast to commence after the project investment
has been completed, or significantly completed, to allow benefits to be
generated.

(iiD All cost and benefit items were estimated in 2013 constant prices, to
avoid forecasting inflationary factors over 20 years.

[iv) All construction prices and 0 & M costs were net of GST.

3 
As contained in the Foreword to the PIP Guidelines Document, April 1997



[v) Benefit streams were forecast to grow on the basis of 'most likely'
demand andf or industry trends. Hence, underlying benefits forecasts
are conservative.

[viJ St. Helens'local economy is forecast to expand with increased
expenditures from additional recreational boating, charter boat fishing,
tourist and fishing personnel spending on accommodation, food, liquor,
entertainment and souvenirs, boat chandlery supplies [net profit
margins have been included, rather than gross sales values).

[vii) The existing slipway is assumed to re-open as a commercial operation,
providing support to the local fleet.

(viii) A new floating marina adjacent to the existing marina is expected to be
developed, with on-water dining/caf6 facilities.

[ix) Commercial fishing vessels, home ported and visiting will buy fuel, food,
and other supplies from local outlets [some visiting crew will sleep in
local accommodation rather than on their boats). Net profit margins on
sales have been included, rather than the group value ofsales.

(x) A social discount rate of 6.5% has been used for all project viability
estimation [the 6.5% has been assumed as the minimum accepted or
hurdle rate for all projects). Net present values INPVsJ have been
estimated using this discount rate. NPVs, economic internal rates of
return IEIRRs) and benefit-cost ratios IBCRsJ have been separately
estimated, Project selection and project risk analysis have been based on
all three [3) criteria. The NPV criteria has been used to rank projects in
order of priority.

[xiJ A series of sensitivity tests or 'what-ifs' have been completed to identify
the relative levels of project robustness and viability, under alternative
possible cost and benefit outcomes, The risk levels to be ascribed to
each project scenario have been identified on the basis of the individual
sensitivity tests.
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3. BUSTNESS PrAN COMPONENTS FOR BDC/STATE/COMMONWEALTH
INVESTMENT

3.1. Business Case Scope

A range of key questions need to be satisfied in the preparation of a comprehensive
Business Case regardless of how the capital investment funds are sourced. These
include the following:

0 What is the objective of the Project?

The primary objectives of the proposed St. Helens marine infrastructure development
are to [a) limit the further accumulation of sand east of the existing training wall and
further erosion/undercutting of Pelican Point, (b) extend the existing barway
breakwater to enable a more direct channel and flow of water, and (c) to dredge/deepen
the existing channels to provide all weather sea access for commercial fishing vessels
and large recreational craft.

(i0 Whatis the situation'with' and'without' the proposed infrastructure
investment?

With the completion of the marine infrastructure investment over three years, existing
commercial fishing vessels and large recreational craft home-ported at St. Helens wharf
will be able to access/egress the Tasman Sea from Georges Bay in all weather
conditions, with significantly improved marine safety standards. Visiting commercial
fishing vessels and ocean-going yachts will also be able to safely enter Georges Bay. In
the 'do-nothing' scenario, within three years, the water depth of the access channels to
the Tasman Sea will be reduced to less than one metre. The commercial fishing industry
will cease to operate on a sustainable financial basis, as access to/from St. Helens wharf
will not be possible with the depth of water required by the commercial vessels.

The use of Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBAJ to determine the economic and financial viability
of the proposed investment has been undertaken to identifii the net gains.

The extension of t he existing breakwater represents additional site investment, which
will pose no possible future adverse environmental effects. The construction of the new
retaining wall at Pelican Point will involve similar engineering procedures to the
breakwater extension. Hence, the likely environmental impacts are also expected to be
minimal. Environmental approval processes will thus be of limited complexity.

(iii) Does the overall project represent the best alternative?

For the development of the new infrastructure, the proposed location is the most
appropriate, given:

[a) the nature of Pelican Point and the navigational conditions at the
barway;

[bJ no a]ternative access to the Tasman Sea exists from Georges Bay;

[cJ a sufficient depth of water is required [three metres at low tide);
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[d) it is strategically located for access by police/emergency sea rescue
water craft;

(e) the construction of a new retaining wall at Pelican Point, the
extension of the existing breakwater at the Barway and deepening of
the channels are the most appropriate engineering responses to the
significant navigation and marine safety problems which currently
exist. The earlier breakwater was found to be effective. It now needs
to be extended/further completed.

(iv) Who are the beneficiaries?

The proposed marine investment will benefit the local economy of St. Helens, the
regional economy of the Break O'Day LGA, the Tasmanian economy, in general, and the
Commonwealth, through avoided losses in fish product sales and exports, employment
[and avoided social welfare payments), State and Commonwealth taxes and reduced
levels of population out-migration and social dislocation for St. Helens and the Break
0'Day LGA.

(v) What is the organisational structure/management of the project?

Break O'Day Council will be responsible for the overall management and development of
infrastructure and completion of the investment program. The ownership and
subsequent maintenance of the proposed channels would be the responsibility of State
agencies, given the range of public or common property benefits to be generated.

(v0 Is the overall project justifiable on economic, social and
environmental g rounds ?

The proposed project scope has been subjected to a Triple Bottom Line ITBL)
assessment prior to the preparation of the economic appraisal of funding via State/local
Government capital investment, No adverse environmentalimpacts can be foreseen.
Both social and economic benefits have been identified and monetised. A range of wider
economic benefits IWEBs] has also been established.

The economic viability of the proposed project is presented later in the report. The
investment has been found to be justifiable based on a range of forecast benefits.

(vi] Is the new project technically sustainable for St. Helens?

A separate detailed technical analysis has been undertaken to indicate the future
technical sustainability issues. Limited future periodic dredging requirements to
maintain channel depths and alignments will be achievable with local area dredging
equipment. Within the economic analyses, an analysis has been made of the annual
operating and maintenance costs and of also of the periodic maintenance costs required
over the project's life.

(viii) What is the appropriate timing of the ProjectT

The St. Helens project is a high priority investment for northeastern Tasmania. It is a
proiect of State and Commonwealth significance. The proposed construction and
commissioning would require approximately 36 months [with 40% to be completed
within 12 months). Construction of the barway breakwater extension should commence
by January 20L4, after detailed site investigations and designs,
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(ix) Which techniques to employ for projectviability assessment?

Across Australia, CBA is the preferred method for establishing public sector investment
viability, and to determine priorities for investment scheduling. CBA is required by
COAG legislation for a broad range of policy/program reviews. The COAG Guidelines for
national/state infrastructure funding requires C BA application.

For the Business Case preparation for the project, CBA techniques have been developed.
The methodology to identify and quantify the outdoor recreational benefits, which has
been adopted, is described subsequently in Appendix 2.

(x) Is the proposed overall development a rislry proposal?

The economic/financial analyses for all project components have involved the use of
sensitivity testing of key CBA variables to determine how robust or 'risky'the likely
results are. Changes to both the costs and the benefit/revenue streams have been
iteratively examined in the spreadsheet models. The results of the remodelling have
been presented to identi$r the nature and extent ofthe possible adverse risks on the
economic viability of the investment proposal. Under all adverse risk analyses, the
proposed project remains highly robust and viable.
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4. OVERATL PROJECT ANALYSIS

4.1. Investment Costs

The total cost of the overall project has been estimated at$24.33 million. This is
exclusive of GST (1,0o/o) and includesaT0Vo contingency (price and physical quantities).
It is a pre-tender cost estimate. [Sensitivity tests relating to cost escalation, which have
been completed, indicate that the Project is highly viable even with a 20o/o cost increase

[see Section 4]),

For the recommended project, the individual economic cost components were as
follows:

ti) Finalisationoflnitialstudies/investigations/
design/tender specification/proj ect management
allowing for contract bidding and award $1.045 million

[ii) Construction of Pelican Point retaining wall $6.60 million

(iii) Construction of Barway breakwater $13.04 million

(iv) Capital dredging and commissioning $1.25 million
ofall structures

[v) Upgrading of St. Helens Wharf $2,4 million

The precise annual scheduling of these cost components requires further refinement
over the three-year period. Table 2 provides a summary of project component costing
and scheduling.

4.2. Operating and Maintenance (O&M) Costs and Periodic Replacement Costs

For the overall project, annual maintenance costs are not expected to be significant.
Given its public sector nature, annual inspections may be required, including
seabed/foundation inspections. Annual maintenance dredging costs have been
allocated, They may not be required annually.

4.3. Economic Results/Proiect Viability Estimates

Table 2 provides a detailed presentation of all cost and benefit/revenue items estimated
for the overall project. The individual forecast benefit estimates 'with'the completion of
all three components are summarised in terms oft

ti) Additional commercial fish production
[ii) Revenues from visiting ocean-going yachts
(iii) Additional local charter boat activities
[iv) Additional outdoor recreational boating
[v) Additional commercial fishing employment [on-boat)
[viJ Additional commercial fishery employment [off-boat processing and

transport]
[vii) Additionalslipwayutilisation
(viii) Investment in a new floating marina
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[ixJ Additional boat industry support sales and employment
[x) Avoided losses with reduced fish product quality
fxij Increasedcommercialboatvisits/expenditures
[xiiJ Savings in MAST agitation dredging costs

Each of the benefit items is reported in Table 2, for the ZU-year period. Conservative
assumptions have been adopted for all benefit category estimation. The projected
benefits from the infrastructure development have been based on the most
conservative growth assumptions in demand. Care has been taken to identif,i the
incremental gains to the existing commercial fishing fleet from channel/access
improvements and not to overstate the value of additional fish product which may be
transferred from other ports.

The economic viability of the overall project is estimated to be robust and highly viable,
over 20 years. The following investment criteria were estimated:

ti) Economic Internal Rate of Return IEIRRJ = 'J.9.07o/o

[ii) Net Present Value [NPV] = $34.24 million
[iii) Benefit-Cost Ratio [BCR] = 2.56

Table 2a provides a detailed explanation of the assumptions for Table 2. The notes set
out the details of the various economic model estimates and underlying assumptions
relied upon for the BCA. Each cost and benefit item is explained and all forecast
assumptions are documented.

4.4. Intangible or Non-Quantifiable Benefits

With all public sector investment projects, there are always additional benefits or
impacts which can be identified, which although important, cannot be reliably
quantified and subsequently monetised for inclusion in the Business Case. For the
proposed marine infrastructure investment, a wide range of significant community
benefits was identified from local interviews and discussions. In many ways, this table
of potential benefits captures the innermost socio-economic gains for the local
community of St. Helens, now and over the next 20 years. Table 3 provides a listing of
these intangible benefits.
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Table 3: Summary of Key Additional Intangible Benefits
[ldentified but not ab]e to be estimated and monetised]

(il Significant improvements in the 'quality of life' of commercial fishermen with safer
navigational conditions and all-weather access to/from St. Helens,

(iD Improved levels of marine safety for the access channels and entrance to Tasman Sea.

(Avoided drownings and accidents, avoided volunteer rescue activitiesJ.

(iiD Reduced levels of commercial and recreational boat damage (hulls and engines).

(ivJ Provision ofa safe haven in Georges Bay for damaged ocean-goingyachts, disabled
commercial and recreational craft.

(vl Encouragement of new forms of ocean-going recreational activities ftours, fishing).

(vi) Attraction of permanent mainland commercial fishing operations and on-shore investment
in facilities at St. Helens.

(vii) Increased investment in new technology and production facilities for aquaculture activities
for exporl

(viii) Increased aquaculture exports to Asian marketes (Singapore, Malaysia, Hongkong).

(ix) Investment by St, Helens' existing fishing personnel in new fishing vessels and entry of new
personnel to the industry.

(xl Maintenance of quota licence values for transfer/sale as held by St, Helens fishermen.

(xD Re-vitalisation of St. Helens'waterfront precinct (additional food venues, entertainment,
cafes, souvenir shops).

(xii) Increased real estate sales for existing properties and investment in new commercial and
residential buildings.

(xiii) Arresting of the 'out-migration' of St. Helens'population, with the growth in fishery-
related employment and processing.

(xivJ Expansion of St. Helens' tourism sector, with increased boating and increased levels of
motel/holiday units/hotel accommodation, eating out shopping.

(xv) Opportunities to stage and support new water-based fishing festivals and special events
based on the waterfront.

It is not possible to rank each of these 1-5 intangible gains. There will be others, which
will emerge after the review of this Report by St. Helens commercial fishermen and
residents.

4.5. Sensitivity Test Results

Table 4 provides a summary of the results of the sensitivity tests completed, to identify
the relative robustness of the economic viability under a range of adverse cost and
revenue assumptions. AII estimates indicate that the Project is highly robust. No
significant areas of project risk have been identified [technical, economic, social or
environmental).
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5. SUMMARYAND RECOMMENDATIONS

. The proposed development of new marine infrastructure and additional channel
deepening is likely to be a highly attractive public sector investment. It will
ensure the sustainability of St. Helens commercial fishing industry. It will also
be a major economic development incentive for the local St. Helens economy, in
particular, and for the Northern Tasmanian economy, in general.

o The proposed Project will provide a unique opportunity for the Northern
Tasmanian economy to strengthen and diversify its economic base, in terms of
existing commercial fishing and additional tourism and outdoor recreation
activities.

r The proposed Project is expected to an economically viable public sector
investment, with a broad range of forecast benefits. It meets all COAG public
sector investment pre-conditions and requirements. There are no perceived
technical, economic or environmental risks associated with the project.

o The Project represents an investment of State and Commonwealth Government
significance. It should immediately proceed to final in-depth engineering
investigation, detailed design, detailed costing and contract preparation stages.
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APPENDIX 1: Tables
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Table 1: Estimation of the Annual Financial Cost of Cessation of St. Helens Commercial Fishing After June 2016 ('Do Nothing' tnvestment Scenario)
(S million): 2O13 Constant Prices: Direct Losses in Production, Employment and Investment 1/

Year Ended

June

Market Value of
Com mercial Fishery Products

(Landed)

let Value of Commercial
Fishery Employment
(Disposable lncome)

Value of New
Fishery lnvestment

Value of
Investment

in Additional
Marina 11/

Facilities

Total
Direct Costs

of
Commercial

Fishing

Cessation

Commonwealth/State

Fisherv Reserves

lasmanian Fishery Reserve: Iotal Value

of Fishery

Catch

Fishing 7/

Fleet-

Dependent

Fish 8/

Processing/

Tra nsport

e/

Fishery

701

Aqua cu ltu re

Rock a/

Lobsters

sl

Abalone

Aqua- 6/

cu ltu reWhite Fish icallops 3/

1 2074 o.o0 0.00
2 2015 0.00 0.o0
3 2076 0.00 0.oo
4 2077 9.60 2.LO 5.60 1.95 6.65 25.90 3.88 1.96 1.50 1.80 1.60 36.64
5 20L8 9.79 2.70 5.77 1_.99 6.85 26.44 3.88 1.96 1.50 0.50 3434
6 2019 9.99 2.to s.83 2.O3 7.05 27.OO 3.88 1.96 1.50 34.34
7 2020 10.19 2.70 5.94 2.O7 7.27 27.57 3.88 1.96 33.47
8 202t 1"0.39 2.!O 5.05 2.r1 7.44 28.15 3.88 1.95 33.99
9 2022 L0.60 2.10 6.18 2.15 7.71 24.74 3.88 1.96 34.58

10 2023 10.81 2.70 5.31 2.20 7.94 29.35 3.88 1.96 35.19
11 2024 11.03 2.to 6.43 2.24 8.L8 29.98 3.88 1-.95 35.82
L2 2025 tr.25 2.to 6.s6 2.28 4.42 30.62 3.88 1.96 36.46
L3 2026 IL.47 2.10 6.69 2.33 8.58 3r.27 3.88 1.96 37.!!
t4 2027 L!.70 2.70 6.83 2.38 4.94 3I.94 3.88 1.96 37.78
L5 2028 77.94 2.LO 6.96 2.42 9.2t 32.53 3.88 1.96 34.47
16 2029 LZ.t8 2.10 7.10 2.47 9.48 33.33 3.88 1.96 39.77
17 2030 L2.42 2.to 7.24 2.52 9.77 34.05 3.88 1.96 39.89
18 203t 12.67 2.10 7.39 2.57 10.06 34.79 3.88 1.96 40.53
19 2032 12.92 2.to 7.54 2.62 10.36 35.54 3.88 1.96 41.38
20 2033 13.18 2.70 7.69 2.64 ro.67 36.31 3.88 1.96 42.15

(see Table 1a for Footnotes. Net Present Value (NPV) of cosrs of commercial Flshlng cessation = S3o5.o5 million a
[Closute of St. Helens Borwoy/Entrunce to commercidl lishing vessels aftet 3 yedrc]

(Npv at 6.s%l
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Table 1a: Footnotes toTable 1

V The forecast closure of Geor8es Basin to the Tasman sea atthe 5t. Helens Barway and related channelat Pelican Point, due to sand accumulation

is expected in 3 years, in the 'do nothing' scenario. This wlll result in a direct loss to the St. Helens economt with no commercial fish product

landed,losses in related employment (on-boavoff-boat) and reduced marine-related investment'

2/ Estimated market vatue ofwhite fish (blue eye trevalla, sharl! ling, other 'scale' fish) of Commonwealth/Tasmanian Government fishery resources

(S1o to S14 per kg) (59.60 million annuallv). Assumed to grow at 2% per annum.

3/ Estimated marketvalue of Commonwealth/fasmanian Government scallop resources of$3olk8. tanded at St. Helens wharf(S2.XO million annual

vatue). Future catch is assumed to be sustainable at 52.10 million.

4/ Estimated marketvatueofrock lobsters landed atSt. Helens wharf of 55.5 million (S7O perkg, market price). Assumes a catch/market Srowth of

2 per annum.

S/ Estimated annualmarket value ofabalone landed atSt. Helens in 2012/13 of52.95 million. Assumes a market/harvest growth of 2% per annum.

6/ Based on the performance ofthe existing aquaculture industry in George's Basin. Without a reliable flushing of seawater/m ixing with freshwater,

oyster/clam/mussel/sea urchins/periwinkle production will be severely reduced. Commerdal oyster bed operatlons will cease- Ocean flows ar€ a

pre-requisite forthe estuarine production of shellfish. Current production is limitedto 56.65 million in value.

7/ Ass umes that the cu.rent fleet of rock tobster boats, a ba lone vessels and the single la rge treva lla trawler will rema in. No new fishing vessels will

utilise St. Helens as a basis for u n loading of their catch and for fuel/provisions. Assumes a totaldirect full/part-time workforce of 127 employees.

8/ Assumesa direct processing and transport-related workforce (full-time and part-time) oflO4employees. Many ofthe workforce only workon

seasonalsplittin8i/processing and transport ofscallops, whit€ flsh, lobster.

9/ Based on a minimum additionalinvestment in new on-board equipment ofthe existing flshing fleet (if improved open sea access is availeble).

1Ol Minimum additional tech nical tnvestment in additionaloyster production and processing fucilitles ifthe current water quality (seafreshwater mlx)

is maintained/improved.

1V proposed investment In additionat floating marina facilities, if improved channel access is available, particularly for recreational sailing boats and

motor cruisers.

1Zl Estimated n€t present value of the forecast loss to St. Helens, after closu re of the sea access byJune 2016. Commercial fishing vessels will be

requir€d to rclocate and land fishina products atTriabunna or Hobart, at significant fin ancial tra nsfer costs. For a number of commercial fishermen,

their operations will decrease and/or cease.
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(5'000s): 2013 Constant prkes (N0 GST)

Year Ended

June

Economic Costs Economic Benefits

Net

Benefit

Stream

Engineering

Studies/

Design/

Manasemen

Pelican

Point

letaininl

Wall

lxtension

of Earway

Break-

water

Capital

Dredeine

Annual

0&M

)redsinr

5

t. Helen

Wharf

Joerade

Total

Costs

I

Additional Additional

l0

Additional

Frshing

1l

Additional 0ff-Boat

Fishery

Implovment

Additional

Slipway

Utilisation

\dditional ''

lnvestment

in New

Marina

Facilities

Additional 
ro/

Boat lndustry

Retail Support

Sales, Chandlerl

Equipment)

Avoided 
t5/

losses from

Reduced

Fish Product

Quality

lncreased

lommercia

Boat

Visits/

Support 
16/

Savings ir

MAST

Agitation

Dredging

Costs 
17/

Total

Benefits

Fishery

Productior

Visiting

Yachts

Charter

Fishins

Eoating/

Fishing {0n-Boatl lranspoi il,P'vIr

1 2014 1,045,0( 6,600.0( i,545.00 0,0( -7,545.0(

2015 13,040.m 2,400.00 t5,440.00 0.0( .15,440.00

2016 1,250.0( 1,250 00 0.0( -1,250.00

20t1 25.0t 25.00 3,004.00 53.9( 57.50 93.37 604.8( 90.70 65.50 90.00 65.40 1,500.0( 47.9( 120.00 85.05 80.0( 6,079.22 6,054.22

2018 0.00 3,064.08 57.1( 59.53 96.17 755.0( 120.5( 87.10 130.0( 105.3t 600.0( 71.8: 122.40 105.8C 80.00 5,417.01 s,471,02

2019 25,0( 25.00 3,125.36 i0.45 71.72 99.0f 1,209.60 150.5( 131.0( 160.0( 145.0( 95.s0 124.85 141.4C 80.00 5,604.53 5,579.53

2020 0.0( 3,187.87 73.97 i3.87 102,0: 1,233.79 150.6( 131.0( 150.0t 145.0( 98.37 127.35 144.23 80.00 5,708.07 5,708.07

2021 25.0( 25.00 3,251.63 77.6i 76.08 105.0! 1,258.47 150.60 131.0( 160.00 145.0( 101.32 129.89 147.11 80.00 5,813.86 5,788.86

9 2022 0.00 3,316.66 81.5! 78.37 108.2/ 1,283.64 150.6C 131.00 160.00 145.0( 104,36 132.49 150.05 80.00 5,921.96 5,921.96

10 2023 25.00 25.00 3,382.99 85.53 80.72 111.4! 1,309.31 150.6C 131.00 160,0c 145.0( 107.49 135,14 153.06 80,00 6,032,42 6,007.42

11 2024 0.00 3,450.55 89.91 83.14 114.83 1,335.5( 150.50 131.0C 150,0c 145,0( 1i0.71 137.84 155.12 80.00 5,145.31 5,145.31

12 2025 25.00 25.00 3,519.65 94.41 85.53 118.28 1,352.21 150.50 131.0C 160.00 145.0( 114.03 140.5C 159.24 80.00 6,260.66 6,235.65

13 202t 0,00 3,s90.06 99.13 88.20 121.83 1,389.4: 150.60 131.0C 160,0[ 145.0( 117.45 i43.41 162.42 80.00 6,378.55 6,378,56

14 2027 25.00 25.00 3,661.8t 104.09 90.85 125.48 r,417.24 150.50 131.0t 160.00 145.0( 120.98 146.28 155.5; 80,00 6,499.05 6,474.05

15 202t 0.00 3,735.10 109.29 93.57 129.25 1,445.5t 150.60 131.0C 160.00 145.0( 124,61 149.21 168.9! 80.00 6,622.19 6,622.19

15 202! 25.00 25.00 3,809.80 1t4.76 96.38 133.12 1,474.5( 150.6( 131.00 160.00 145.0( 128.34 152.19 172.3 80.00 6,748,06 6,723,06

17 203( 0.00 3,885.99 120.49 99,17 137.12 1,503.9! 150.6( 131.00 150.00 145.0C 132.1! 155.24 175.81 80.00 6,816.71 6,875.i1

18 2031 25.00 25.00 3,953.71 125.52 102.25 141.23 1,534.07 150.5( 131.00 160.0( 145.0C 136,16 158.34 179.3: 80.00 7,008,21 6,983.21

19 203; 0.00 4,042.99 132,84 105.32 145.47 1,554.75 150.5( 131.00 160,0( 145.00 140.24 151.51 182.92 80,00 7,142.63 7,14?.63

20 2033 25.00 25.00 4,123.85 139.49 108.48 149.83 1,596.04 150,6( 131.0( 160,0( 145,00 144.45 154.74 186.57 80.00 22,992.05 22,967.05

Residual Value of lnfra$ructure lnvestment =

See Table 2a for Footnotes explanation.

15,712.00 'e' Economic lnternal Rate of Return = 19.07%

Net Present Value (NPV) of Benelits @ 5.5% = 555,178.18

Net Present Value (NPV) of Costs @ 6.5% = 521,937.39

Net Present Value (NPVI = S34,240.i9

Benefit-Co$ Ratio (8CRl = 2.55
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Table 2a: Footnotes toTable 2

tl Based on construction of a new inner retaining wall at Pelican, in Year 1, after detailed engineering and design studies and contract specification.

2l Assumes an extension ofthe existing breakwater in Year 2, after Pelican Point development.

3l Based on estimated dredging task to deepening and re-align channels after both capital infrastructure components have been completed.

4l fusumes a minimum level of dredging every 2 years to ensure water depths and channel alignments are maintained.

5l lnvolves the replacement of key components of the existing wharf due to deterioration of the piles over time, to avoid failure of the structure

and the inability to unload fish catches.

6/ Assumes a range of additional volumes of aquaculture, white fish, rock lobsters and abalone product from improved access to the sea (achieved

from exi$ing St. Helens operators). Transfers of fish product form commercial vessels which operate from other ports (in Tasmania and in

Victoria,NSW)havebeenexcluded. Hence,theestimateisaminimumincrementalvalue. Assumedannualgrowthof2%perannum(p.a.).

7 | Based on visits/berthing of cruising yachts (associated with the Sydney/Hobart race) and ocean yachting through the year. Assumes a minimum of

90 additional calls, spending an average of $710 in st. Helens (over 3 days). Assumed annual growth rate of 5% p.a.

8l Assumes existing St. Helens charter operators will be able to operate more efficiently (no delays on return) and an increased number of days

available for charter trips (an additional 52 trips per year). Assumes an annual growth rate of 3% p.a.

9l Basedonadditional recreational boatingfromboatownersintheSt.Helensarea,fromLaunceston,theNEofTasmaniaandfromHobart. Assumes

theminimumvalueoftherecreationalboatingexperienceisthetravelcostexpenditurestofromSt.Helensboatramp. Basedonanaverageof

of80boatlaunchesperweekend,overpeak,shoulderandwinterperiods. Averagereturntripcosts(withfuel)rangefromSl2(St.Helens),580

(NE),$106{Launceston}and$142(Hobart). Foodexpendituresarenoiincluded. (TheTravelCostmethodisawellrecognisedmethodologyfor

valuingoutdoorrecreationexperienceswherenoentrancefees/chargesapply). Assumes30%ofallboatlauncheswillcrosstheBarway. Assumed

annual growth ol3%p.a.

10/ Assumes that the number of St. Helens-based commercial fishing boats will increase after the capital investments at Pelican Point and at the

Barway. Basedonanincreaseof 12boatsinYear4(firstyearof improvements), 15inYear5and23byYear6(atotalincreaseoffull/parttime

on-boatemployeesofbetween22and43staff). Totallocaleconomyemploymentcontributionperpersonisnetoftaxesandfinancial

commitments.

11i Based on additional employment (full and part{ime) with additional fish product landed at St. Helens and exported from St. Helens. Most of the

additional employment will be short term, part-time involved with scallops, white fish and aquaculture products. Taxes and financial commitments

(car finance, home mortgages) are deducted from salary values to yield net potential expenditure contributions to the St. Helens economy.

12/ Assumes that the existing slipway will re-open, with additional home-ported commercial boats and additional visiting commercial fishing boats.

Assumesaminimumof560,000additionalslipwayexpendituresonlocalboahinYear4(firstyearofre-opening). Assumeslfull-timeand2part-

time employees (net of taxes and financial commitments).

13/ With a guaranteed seaway access, an additional floating marina will be developed near to the existing marina. A committed financier/developer/

owner has been identified.

14/ Based on an additional boat chandlery/boat equipment supply sales outlet to be established near the waterfront. Forecast additional employment

of2to4full{imeandpart{imejobs,andanetprofitmarginisincludedinthebenefitestimate. Benefitsareassumedtogrowat3%p,a.

15/ Based on data provided by commercial lobster and whitefish produces. With delays at the Barway with cunent conditions, the commercial value

offishproductisdiminishedfi boatsareheldfor4to6hours. Lossof marketpricesof20%iscommon,giventhemonopolypositionoffishbuyers.

Assumesthatl0%ofthetotal lobsterandwhitefishcatchisaffectedbylatewharfarrivals. Benefitsareassumedtogrowat3%p.a.

16/ Based on additional calls of commercial fishing vessels which cunently cannot/do not unload at St, Helens wharf, due to access restrictions.

Assumes that an additional 12 to 20 commercial boats per year will utilise 5t. Helens for unloading of catch and for refuelling/groceries crew

requirements. Assumeseachboatwillvisitl0timesperyear(minimumestimate). Averagein-portnetexpendituregaintothelocaleconomyof

aminimumof 52,700percall (basedonfuel rebate,fuel profit,groceryfooditems, liquor,hotel meals). Assumedannual growthof2%p.a.

1/ Based on an estimate of annual future MAST budgetary expenditures for related maintenance dredging in the 'do-nothing' scenario. Expenditures

may not be disbursed annually.

18/ Conventional project investment criteria as required by COAG (Council of Australian Government) tnvestment/Business Case Guidelines. Discount

rate of 6.5% is assumed.

19/ Assumesaresidualorsalvagevalueof80%forbothinfrastructurecomponents(aconservativeassumption)after20years.
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Table 2: Economk Appraisal of lnvestment in All Weather Access to St, Helens (Upgraded Eanrrray Navigation/Deeper Channel/lmproved Sand Management at Pelkan Point)

of the wall and breakwater by 20%,

($'000t: 2013 Constant Prices (No GSt)

Sensitivity est 1: an increase in the costs

'ear Ended

lune

Iconomic Costs Economic Benefits

Net

Eenefit

Stream

I

Pelican

Point

letaininp

Wall

Capital

Dredging

Annual

0&M

Dredging

,1

it. Helenr

Wharf

Upgrade

Total

Costs

Additional

Fishing

mploymen

(0n-Boat)

ll

Additional 0ff.Boat

Fishery

tmployment

Additional

Slipway

Utilisation

rdditional

lnvestment

in New

Marina

Facilities

Additional 
1o/

Eoat lndustry

Retail Support

5ales, Chandlery

Avoidedl5/

Losses from

Reduced

Fish Product

QualitY

Savings ir

MAST

Agitation

Dredging

Costslt/

Total

Benefits

Studies/

Design/

!4anagemen

of Barwal

Break-

water

Boat

Visits/

Support 
16/

Fishery

Production

Visiting

Yachts

Charter

Fishing

Boatingi

Fishing ranSp0r Revenue Equipment)

1 2014 1,045.0t 7,920.00 8,965,00 0.00 8,965,0(

L 2015 t5,648.0( 2,400,00 18,048.00 0.00 -18,048.0(

2016 1,250.00 1,250,00 0.00 -1,250.00

2017 25,00 25.00 3,004.00 63.90 57.50 93.37 504.8( 90.i0 65.50 90.0( 65.40 1,600.00 47.90 120.0( 85.05 80.00 6,019.22 6,054,22

2018 0.00 3,064 08 57.10 59.63 95.1i i55.0( 120.60 8i.1( 130,0( 105.30 600.00 71.85 122.4( 106.8( 80.00 5,477.02 5,477.02

2019 25.00 25.00 I1l( 2( 70.45 11.72 99.05 1,209.5( 150.50 131 0( 150.0( 145.00 95.50 124.8: 141.4( 80.00 5,604.53 5,579,s3

202( 0.00 3,187.87 73.97 i3.87 102.03 1,233.79 150.50 131,0( 150.0( 145.00 98.3i r27.3: 144.2i 80,00 5,708.0i 5,708.07

2021 25.0( 25.00 3,251.53 77,61 75.0t 105.09 1,258.4i 150.60 131.0( 160.0( 145.00 101.32 129.8t r41.11 80.00 5,813.8t 5,788,86

9 2022 0,00 3,316.66 81.55 78.3; 108.24 1,283.54 150.60 13i.0( 150.0( 145.00 104.3( 132.4! 150.0: 80.00 5,921,9( 5,921,96

10 202 25.0( 25.00 3,382.99 85.53 80.7; 111.49 1,309.31 1s0.50 131.0{ 160.0c 145,00 107.4! 135.14 153.06 80.00 6,032.42 6,007.42

11 2024 0.0( 3,450.65 89.91 83.14 114.83 1,335,50 150.50 131.0( 160,00 145.00 110.71 137.84 156.12 80.00 6,145,31 5,145.31

t2 2025 25.00 25.00 t,519.66 94.41 85,6 118.2t t,362.21 150.60 131.0[ 160.00 145.0( 114.0: 140.60 159.24 80.00 6,260.66 5,235.6(

13 2026 0.0( 3,590.06 99.13 88,20 121.8 1,389.4s 150.5t 131.00 160.00 145.0( 117.4: 143,4i 167,42 80,00 6,378.56 6,378,5(

14 2021 25.00 25.00 3,661.85 104.09 90,85 125.4t 1,417,24 150.6t 131.00 160.00 14s.0( 120,91 145.28 155.57 80.00 6,499.0s 6,474.0:

15 2028 0.00 3,735.10 109.2! 93.s7 129.2! 1,445.58 150.6( 131,00 150.00 145.0( 124.61 149.2t 168.99 80.00 6,622.19 6,672,19

16 2029 25.00 25.00 3,809.80 114.7( 96,38 133.1; 1,474,50 150.6( 131.00 150.00 145.00 128.34 152.19 172.37 80,00 6,748.06 6,i23.06

T7 2030 0,0c 3,885,99 120.49 99.2t 137.1: 1,s03.99 150.60 131.00 160.00 145.00 132.19 155.24 175.81 80.00 6,876.7r 6,876.71

18 2031 25,00 25.00 3,963.71 126.52 102,25 141.2 1,534.07 1s0.60 131.00 160,00 145.0C 136.16 158.34 179.33 80.0r i,008.21 5,983.21

19 2032 00c 4,042.99 132.84 105.32 145.4i 1,564.75 150.6C 131.00 150.0t 145.0C 140.24 161.51 182.92 80.0( 7,t41.63 7,142.63

20 203: 25.00 25.00 4,123.85 139.49 108.48 149.83 1,596.04 150.5C 131.0( 150.0( 145.00 144,45 t64.11 186.57 80.0( 25,134,45 26,109.45

Residual Value of lnfrastructure lnvestment = 18,854,40 ''

See Table 2a for Footnotes explanation.

Economic lnternal Rate of Return = 76.760A "'
Net Present Value (NPVI of Benefits @ 6,5% = 557,069.98

Net PresentValue (NPV) of Costs @ 5,5% = 525,476.19

Net Present Value (NPV) : $31,593.79

Benefit.cost Ratio {BCR) = 2.14
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Table 2: Economic Appraisal of lnvestment in All Weather Aaess to 5t, Helens (Upgraded Earway Navigation/Deeper Channelflmproved Sand Management at pelican point)

($'000$: 2013 Constant Prices (No GST)

Sensitivity Test 2: lmpad of increasing the capital cost by 20%.

/ear Endec

June

Economic Cosls Economic Benefits

Net

Benefit

Stream

Engineering

Studieil

Design/

Management

Pelican

Point

lehinin

Wall

FrlPn(ior

Capital

Dredging

4

Annual

0&M

)redsinl

it. Helenr

Wharf

Upsrade

Iotal

Costs

Addiri^n:l Additional

1U

Additional

Fishing

imploymenl

(0n.Boat)

lll

\dditional 0ff-8oat

Fishery

Employment

Additional

Slipway

Utilisation

\dditional

lnve$ment

in New

Marina

Facilities

Additionaltii

Boat lndustry

Rehil Support

5ales, Chandlery

Equipment)

Avoided 
r5/

losses from

Reduced

Fish Product

Quality

lncreased Savings in

MAST

Agitation

Dredging

CostslT/

Total

Benefits

Eoat

Visits/

Support 
16/

Breah

water

Fishery

Production

Visiting

Yachts

Charter

Fishins

Boating/

Fishing ransp0r imploymenl

i 2014 1,045.0( 6,600.0( 7,645,0( 0.00 -7.545.00

2015 13,040.0c 2,400.00 15,440.0( 0,00 .15,440.00

2016 1,500.00 1,500,0( 0.00 -1,500.00

2017 25,00 25.0( 3,004.0c 63.90 57.60 93,37 604,8( 90.70 55.50 90,0( 65.40 1,500.00 47.90 120.00 86,0: 80.00 6,079,22 5,054.22

2018 0.0( 3,064.08 57.10 69.53 96,1i 756.0( 120.60 87.10 130.0( 105.30 600.00 71.8s 22.40 106.8( 80.00 5,477.02 5,477.02

2019 25.00 25.0( 3,125.36 70.45 71.t2 99.06 1,209.50 150.60 131,00 160.0( 145.00 95.50 24.85 141.4( 80.00 5,604,53 5,579.53

2020 0.0( 3,187.87 73.97 i3.87 102.03 1,233.79 150.50 131,00 160.0( 145.00 98.3i 27,35 t44.2: 80.00 5,708.07 5,i08 07

2021 25.00 25.0( 3,251.63 77,67 75,08 105.09 1,258.47 150.60 131.00 160.0( 145.00 101.32 29.89 t47,1'. 80.00 5,813.86 5,788,85

7022 0.0t 3,316.65 81.55 78,37 108.24 1,283.54 150.50 131.00 160.0( 145.00 104.3r 32.49 150.0: 80.00 s,921.95 5,921.96

10 2023 25.00 25,00 3,382,99 85.53 80.72 111.49 1,309.31 150.50 131.00 160,0c 145,00 101.41 35.14 153.06 80,00 5,032.42 6,007.42

11 2024 0.0( 3,450.65 89.91 83.14 114.83 1,335.50 150.50 131.00 150.0( 145.00 10.71 37.84 155.12 80.00 6,145.31 5,14s.31

12 2025 4.00 25.00 3,519,65 94.41 85,63 118.28 1,362.21 150.50 131.00 160,0( 145,00 14.03 140.5C 159.24 80 00 6,250,56 5,235.66

13 2026 0.0( 3,590.06 99.13 88.20 121.83 1,389.45 150.60 131,00 150.0( 145.00 7.45 143.41 t62.4' 80.00 6,378.55 5,378.s6

14 2021 25.00 25.0( 3,651,86 104.09 90.85 125,48 1,417.24 150.50 131,00 160.0( 145,00 20.9t 146.28 155.6: 80,00 6,499,05 6,474.05

15 2028 0.00 3,735,10 109.2t 93.57 129,25 1,445 58 1s0.50 131.00 160,0c 145.00 24.61 149.21 158.99 80.00 6,522,19 6,622,19

16 2029 25.00 25.00 3,809,80 11.4.1t 95.38 133.12 1,474,50 150.60 131.00 150,00 145.00 28.34 152.19 172.37 80.00 6,748.06 6,723,06

T7 2030 0.00 3,885.99 20.4: 99.27 r37.11 1,503.99 1s0.60 131.00 160.0c 145.00 132.1! 155.24 175.81 80.00 6,875.i1 5,875.71

18 2031 25.00 25.00 3,963.71 26.52 102.2: 141.23 1,534.07 150.50 131.00 150.00 145.00 136,16 158.34 1i9.33 80.00 7,008.21 5,983.21

19 2032 000 4,042.99 32.84 105.32 145.47 1,564,75 150.6( 131.m 160.00 145.00 r40.24 161,51 182.92 80.00 i,142,63 7,142,63

20 2033 25.00 25.00 4,123.85 39.49 108.48 149.83 1,596.04 150.6( 131.00 160.00 145.00 144.45 164,74 186.5i 80.00 22,992.0! 22,967,05

ResidualValueof lnfrastructurelnvestment. 15,712.00 
r'3r

See Table 2a for Footnotes explanation,

Economic lnternal Rate of Return. I834oA

Net Present Value {NPV} of Benefits @ 6.5% = 555,178.18

Net Present Value (NPV) of Costs @ 5,5% = 522,144.35

Net Ptesent Value {NPV) = $34,033.83

Benefit.Cost Ratio {8CRl = 1.54
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Table 2: Economk Appraisal of lnvestment in All Weather Acces to 5t. Helens {Upgnded Banuay Navigation/Deeper Channel/lmproved Sand Management at Pelkan Point)

(5'000s): 2013 Con$ant Prices (No GST)

Sensitivity Test 3: lmpact of additional commercial fish production reduced by 50%

'ear Ende

lune

Engineering

5tudies/

Design/

Economic Costs Economic Benefits

Net

Benefit

Stream

U

Pelican

Point

Retaining

Wall

Capital

Dredpins

Annual

0&M

s,

it. Helenr

Wharf

Uoerade

Total

Costs

6

Additional Additional

JU

Additional

Fishing

1

Additional 0ff-8oat

Fishery

Employment

Additional

Slipway

tJtilisation

\dditional "
lnvestment

in New

Marina

Facilities

Additionaltt/

Eoat lndustry

Rehil Support

iales, Chandlerl

Avoided 
re/

losses from

Reduced

Fish Product

Quality

lncreased Savings in

MAST

Agitation

Dredging

Costslti

Total

Benefits

Boat

Visits/

Support 
16/

00r wdy

Break-

water

tishery

Production

Visiting

Yachts

Charter

Fishing

Boating/

Fishing (0n-Boat) Transport Equipment)

2014 1,045,00 6,600.00 7,645.00 0.00 .7,645,00

2 2015 13,040,00 2,400.00 15,440,0( 0.00 -15,440.0(

3 201( 1,250.0( 1,250.0( 0.00 .1,250.00

4 201 25,00 25.0( 1,502.00 63.9( 67.50 93.37 604.8( 90.7( 55.50 90.00 65.40 1,600.00 47.90 120.00 85.0s 80.00 4,577,21 4,552.12

5 2018 0.0( 1,532.04 67.1( 69.63 95,i7 7s6.0( 120.6( 87.10 130.0( 105.30 500.00 71.85 122.4C 105.8t 80.00 3,944.98 ? qdd qR

2019 25.00 25,0( 1,562.68 70.45 71.12 99.05 1,209.50 150.6C 131.00 160.0( 145.00 95.50 124.85 141.4( 80.00 4,041,85 4,015.85

2020 0.m 1,593.93 73.9; 73.87 102.03 1,233,79 150.5C 131.0( 150.0( 145.00 98.37 127.35 r44.2 80.00 4,114.13 4,114.13

2021 25.00 25.00 1,625.81 17.67 76.08 10s.0! 1,258.47 150.60 131.0( 160.0( 145.00 101.32 129.89 141,11 80.00 4,188,05 4,163,0s

1021 0.00 1,658.33 8i.55 t6.Jt 108.24 1,283.54 150.50 131.00 160.0( 145.00 104.3f 132.49 150.0: 80,00 4,763.63 4,263.63

i0 2023 25.00 25.00 1,691,50 85,53 80.72 111.49 1,309.31 150,60 131.0C 160,0( 145.00 107.41 135.14 153.06 80.00 4,340.93 4,315.9:

11 2024 0.00 1,725.33 89.91 83.14 114.83 1,335.50 150.60 131.0t 160.0c 145.0( 110.71 137.84 1s6.12 80.00 4,419.98 4,419.98

T2 2025 25.00 25.00 1,759.83 94.41 85.63 118.28 r,362.21 150.6( 131,00 160.00 145.0( 114.0 140.6( 159.24 80.00 4,500.83 4,475.83

13 2025 0.00 1,795,03 99.13 88.20 121.83 1,389.45 150.5( 131,00 150.00 145.0( 117.45 143.4 162.42 80.0r 4,583.53 4,583.53

14 2027 25.00 25,00 1,830,93 104.09 90.85 125.48 1,411.24 150.50 131,00 160,00 i45.0( 120.98 146.2t 165.67 80,0( 4,668,12 4,643.12

15 2028 0.00 1,867.55 109.29 93.57 129.25 1,445,58 150.60 131.00 150.00 145.0( 124,61 149.21 158.99 80.0( 4,i54.64 4,754.64

16 2029 25.0( 25.00 1,904,90 114.7( 95.38 133.12 1,474.50 150.5C 131.0t 150.00 145.0( 128.34 152.19 t72.31 80,00 4,843.16 4,818.16

17 2030 0.00 1,943.00 120.49 99.27 137.12 1,503.99 150.60 131.0( 160.00 145.00 132,19 155.24 175.81 80.00 4,933.71 4,933.71

18 2031 25.0( 25.00 1,981,86 126.52 102.25 141,23 1,534.07 150.50 131,0( 150,0( 14s.00 136.15 158.34 179.33 80,00 5,026.35 5,001.35

19 2032 0.00 2,021.49 132,84 105,32 145.4; 1,564.75 150.60 131.0( 160.0( 145,00 140.24 161.51 182.92 80.00 5,121.14 5,121.14

20 203: 25.00 25.00 2,061.92 139.49 108.4t 149.8 1,595 04 150.6( 131.0( 150.m 145.00 144.45 164.74 186.t 80 00 20,930.12 20,905.12

Residual Value of Infrastructure lnvestment = 15,712.00 '!r

See Table 2a for footnotes explanation.

Economic lnternal Rate of Return = I434lo t|

Net Present Value (NPV) of Eenefits @ 5.5% = 541,810.22

Net Present Value (NPVI of Costs @ 6.5% = 521,937.39

Net Present Value {NPV) = S19,872.83

Eenefit'Cost Ratio (BCR) = 1 91
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Iable 2l Economic Appraisal of lnvestment in All Weather Access to 5t. Helens (Upgraded Banrray Navigation/Deeper Channel/lmproved Sand Management at Pelkan Point)

($'Sos)r 2013 Constant Prices (No GST)

reduced by 50%.lensitivltv Test 4: ot additional 0n-boat lrshtng emoloyment

/ear Endec

June

Engineering

Studies/

Design/

Iconomic Costs Economic Benefits

Net

Benefit

Stream

Pelican

Point

Retaininp

zt

Extension

of Barway

Break-

water

3,

Capihl

Dredging

Annual

0&M

Dredging

,l

it, Helenr

Wharf

Upgrade

Total

Costs

I

tflirr^-^
Additional

1U,

Additional

Fishing

:mploymenj

1l

Additional 0ff"Boat

tishery

Employment

Additional

Slipway

Utilisation

\dditional
t]/

lnvestment

in New

lrlarina

lacilities

Additionalrri

Boat lndustry

Retail Support

hles, Chandlerl

Equipment)

Avoided 
t5/

Losses from

Reduced

Fish Producl

Quality

lncreased

^--^.-1"

Savings []

I\/lAST

Agitation

Dredging

Costs 
17/

Tohl

Benefits

Boat

Visits/

Support16/

Fishery

Productior

Visiting

Yachts

Charter

Fishing

Boating/

FishingWall l0n-Boat) tdn

I 2014 1,045.00 6,500.00 7,645.00 0,0( -7,645.0(

2 201: 13,040.00 2,400.00 15,440.0t 0.00 .15,440.0(

201f 1,250,00 1,250.00 0.00 -1,250,00

201', 25.00 25.00 3,004.00 63,90 57.50 93.37 302.4( 90,70 65,50 90.0( 65.4( 1,500,00 47.90 120.0( 86,05 80.0( 5,776.82 5,751.82

5 201t 0.0( 3,064.08 67.10 69.53 95.17 378.00 120,50 87.10 130.0( 105.3C 500.0( i1.85 122,4( 106.8( 80.00 5,099.02 5,099,02

5 2019 25.00 25.0( 3,125,35 i0,45 11.12 99.06 504.80 150.60 131.0( 150,0c 145.00 9s.50 124.8: 141.4( 80.00 d qqq 71 4,974,73

7 2020 0.0( 3,187,87 73.97 73.8 102.03 616.9C 150.60 131.00 160.00 145.00 98.37 127,3: t44.2 80.00 5,091.17 5,091.17

8 202t 25.0( 25.00 3,251.53 77,67 76.08 105.09 629,23 150.50 131.0C 160.00 145.00 101,3: 129.89 t41.tI 80.00 5,184.63 5,159.63

7022 0.00 3,3i6.65 81,55 78,37 108.24 541.82 150.6( 131.00 160,00 145.00 104.3( 132,49 150.05 80.00 s,280,14 s,280.14

10 2023 25.00 25.00 3,382.99 85.63 80.72 111.4! 654.5! 150.60 131.0( 150.0( 145.0{ 107.4! 135.14 153.06 80.00 5,377.77 5,352.11

11 2024 0.00 3,450.55 89.91 83.14 114.8: 661.7! 150.50 131,0( 160.0( 145.00 110.71 137.84 156.12 80.00 5,477.56 5,477.55

17 2025 25.00 25,00 3,519.66 94.41 85.63 118.2t 681.1( 150.6C 131.0( 150.00 145.00 114.03 140,6( 159,24 80.00 5,579.55 5,5s4.55

13 2026 0.00 3,590.05 99.13 88.20 121.8: 694.7: 150,50 131.0( 150.00 145.00 117.45 t43,4 r52.42 80,00 s,583,83 s,683.83

14 2021 25,00 25,00 3,651.8( 104.0! 90.85 125.4t 708.52 150.50 131.0( 160.0c 145.00 120.98 145.28 165.57 80.00 5,790.43 5,765.43

L5 2028 0.m 3,735.1( 109.2! 93.57 129.25 722.79 150.6( 131.0( 160,00 145.00 124.51 149.21 168.99 80.00 5,899,4t 5,899.4(

1t 202! 25.00 25,00 3,809.8( 114.7( 96.38 133,12 n7,25 150,5( i31.0c 150.00 145.0t 128.34 152,19 r72.37 80.00 6,010.81 s,985.81

11 203( 0.00 3,885.99 120.49 99.27 137.12 751.99 150.6( 131.00 160.0( 145.0( 132.19 155.24 175.81 80.0t 6,r24.7t 6,124.11

18 2031 25.00 25.00 3,953.71 125,52 102.25 141.23 76i.03 150.5( 131.00 160,0( 145.0( 135.16 158,34 179.3: 80.0( 6,241.18 6,215.18

19 2032 0.0( 4,042.99 132.84 105.32 145.4; 782.37 150.5( 131,00 160,0( 145.00 140.24 161.s1 182.9; 80.00 5,360.26 6,360.25

20 2033 25.00 25.0( 4,123,85 139.49 108.4t 149.83 798.02 150.5C 131.0( 160.0( 145.00 144.45 t64.1t 186.57 80.00 22,194.03 22,169.0:

Residual Value of lnfrastructure lnvestment = 15,712.00 'n/

See Table 2a for Footnotes explanation.

Economic lnternal late of Return = t7.52lo 
)'!

Net Present Value (NPVI of Benelits @ 5,5% : $50,991.08

ilet Present Value {NPV} of Costs @ 6,5% = 521,937.39

Net PresentValue (NPV) = $29,053.69

Benefit.Cost Ratio (BCR) = 2.32
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Table 2: Economk Appraisal of lnvestment in All Weather Access to St. Helens (Upgraded Baruray Navigation/Deeper Channeflmproved Sand Management at Pelkan Point)

{$'mos): 2013 Constant Prices (No GST}

Sensitivitv Test 5: lmpact of additional fish processing and transport employment growth is reduced by 50%,

/ear Ender

Engineering

Studies/

Design/

Iconomic Costs Economic Beneflts

Net

Benefit

Stream

t1

Pelican

Point

Retaining

Wall

Capital

Dredsinp

Annual

0&M

)redsinr

5r

it. Helen

Wharf

[Joprade

Total

Costs

Additional
E

Additional

1U

Additional

Fishing

imploymen'

(0n-Boatl

u

Additional 0ftBoat

Fishery

Employment

Additional

5lipway

Utilisation

\dditional: Additional 
ro/

Boat lndustry

Retail Support

ISales, Chandlery,

Equipment)

Avoided 
It/

Losses from

Reduced

Fi$ Producl

Quality

lncreased Savings in

MAST

Agitation

Dredging

Costs 
ltl

Total

Eenefits

of Earway

Break-

water

in New

Marina

Facilities

Eoat

Visits/

Support 
161

tishery

Production

Visiting

Yachts

Charter

Fishins

Boating/

tishinelune ran5p0t

1 2014 1,045.00 6,600.0( 7,545,00 0.0c -7,645,00

2 201: 13,040.00 2,400.00 15,440.00 0.00 -15,440.00

3 2016 1,250.00 1,250.00 0.00 -1,250.00

4 2011 25.0( 25,00 3,004 0( 63.90 6i.60 93.37 504.8( 45.35 32.7s 90.00 55.4( 1,600,0( 47.90 120,0t 85.05 80 00 5,001.12 5,975.12

5 2018 0.00 3,064 0t 57.10 69.63 95.17 756.0( 50.30 43.55 130.0c 105.3( 500.0( 71.8s 122 4t 105.8C 80.00 5,373.t1 5,373.17

2019 25.0( 25.00 3,125.36 70,45 7r.17 99.06 i,209,6( i5.30 55.50 150.0c 145.0( 95.50 124.85 141.40 80,00 5,463,i3 5,438,73

2020 0.00 3,i87.87 13.97 73.87 102.03 1,233.i9 75.30 65.50 150.00 145.0( 98.37 127.35 144.23 80.00 5,561.27 5,567.27

2021 25.00 25.00 3,251,63 77.67 76,0t 105.09 1,258.47 75.30 65.50 160.00 145.0( 101.32 129.89 147.11 80.00 5,673.06 5,648.06

9 2072 0.0( 3,316.66 81.55 78.3; 108.24 1,283.64 75,30 65,50 160.00 145.0C 104.3( 132.49 150,05 80.00 5,781.16 5,781.16

10 2023 2s.00 25.0( 3,382 99 8s.63 80.7; 1.49 1,309.31 75.30 65.50 160.00 145.00 107.49 135,14 153.06 80 00 5,891,62 5,866.62

11 2014 0.0( 3,450.55 89.91 83.14 14.83 1,335.50 75.30 55.50 160.00 145.00 110.71 t37.84 155.12 80.00 6,004,51 6,004.51

u 2025 25.00 2s.0( 3,519.55 94.41 85.63 18 2t 1,367,21 75.30 65,50 160.00 145.00 114.03 140.50 1qo t, 80.00 6,119.86 6,094.86

13 2025 0.0( 3,590.05 99.13 88.20 121.83 1,389.4s i5.30 55,50 150.00 145.00 117.45 143,41 t62,42 80.00 6,237.76 6,231.16

14 7027 25.00 25.00 3,661.86 104.09 90.85 25.4t 1,417.t4 i5.30 65.s0 150 0( 145.00 120.98 146.28 165.67 80.00 6,3s8 2s 6,333.25

15 2028 0,00 3,73s.10 109.29 93.57 29.21 1,445.58 75.30 65.50 160.0( 145.00 124.51 149.21 158.99 80.00 5,481,39 6,481.39

Ib 1021 25.00 25.00 3,809.8( tr4.76 95.38 133.12 1,474.50 75.30 65.50 160.0( 145.00 128,34 152.19 tl2.37 80.00 6,607.26 6,582,26

t] 203( 0.00 3,885.99 120.49 99.27 137.12 1,503.99 i5.30 65,5( 150.0( 145.0( 132.19 155.24 175.81 80.00 5,i35.91 6,735,91

18 2031 2s.00 25,00 3,963.71 126.52 102.25 141.23 1,534.07 i5.30 55.5( 160.0( 145.0( 135.1( 158.34 179,3: 80.00 6,867.41 6,842,41

19 203 0.00 4,042,99 132.84 105.32 145.4? 1,564.75 75.30 65.5( 160.00 145.0t 140,24 161.51 182.92 80.00 7,001,83 i.001.83

20 2033 25.00 25.00 4,123.85 139.4! 108.4t 149.83 1,596,04 75.30 65.5( 150.00 145,00 144.4: 164.i4 185.5; 80.00 22,8s1.2s 22,826.25

ResidualValueof lnfrastructurelnvestment= 15,712.00'el

See Table 2a for Footnotes explanation.

EconomiclnternalRateofReturn= 18.73% "'
Net Present Value {NPV} of Benelits @ 5.5% = 555,075,39

Net Present Value (NPVI of Costs @ 5.5% = t1,937.39

Net Present Value {NPV} = S33,138.00

Eenefit.Cost Ratio (8CR) = 2.51
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Iable 4: Summary of Sensitiuity Results

{Variations to Major Assumptions to Assess Overall Project Viability and Su$ainability

Under a Range of Adverse Conditions)

Base Case (as modelled)

Whatif:

(il Capital co$s of the new Pelican Portretainingwalland Barway breakwater extension 16,:,50/o

increase by20%

{iil Capitaldredgingincreasesby20% 13,94%

(iii) Additional commercialfish production growth is reduced by 50% 14,34010

(iv) Additional on-boatfishing employment is reduced by 50% 1,52%

{v) Additionalfish processing and transportemploymentis reduced by 50% 18,73%

(i{ Project completion is delayed by one (l)year 18,t4%

IIRR

19,0Tl'
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APPENDIX 2:

Methodology Utilised to Estimate the Additional Outdoor Recreation
Benefits for St. Helens Boat Users of the Improved Sea Access

The provision of a retaining wall at Pelican Point, an extension to the existing Barwall
breakwater, and additional channel deepening/alignment will significantly improve the
recreational boating experiences for seagoing recreationists. These opportunities will
range from safer family boating trips, additional game fishing trips, additional boat
charter trips, to simple sightseeing of the outer reaches of Georges Bay (previously
considered too risk).

How to value the recreational experiences and to include such valuations in the
Business Case has been undertaken by using the Travel Cost approach. This is a well-
established economic research tool/method, which is ideally suited to valuing all forms
of visits to recreational sites or facilities, where there is no user charge or entrance fee.

The underlying principle is that local users or visitors to such a location, as the outer
reaches of Georges Bay, reveal the value which they place on the visit by how much
money fand time) they spend travelling to/from the location. The usual procedure (as

adapted for this analysis) is to divide all visitors or the places they come from into zones
or groups, and then graph/plot the number of visits made against the costs incurred in
traveling to the site, and to enjoy the site [such as food purchased and brought for the
visit). The area under the graph [the summation of all visitor costs) gives a measure of
the economic value that society [Tasmanians, mainland visitors and overseas tourists)
will place on the Bridport site/pier visit experience,

This technique was first developed in the USA by Hoteling (1.947). It has since been
refined for various USA Forest Service, National Parks and outdoor recreation/tourism
applications. It is well accepted by economists and was used by the Commonwealth
Government to measure the economic benefits of visitors to Kakadu National Park in the
Northern Territory, in the 1990s.a

For this application to the St, Helens infrastructure investment analysis, the economic
value or benefit of the outdoor boating/recreational experiences were: [i) sightseeing,
(ii) recreational fishing, and (iii) sailing. For each of these activities, travel costs were
estimated for the following groups:

. St. Helens local area
o Launceston
. NE/NW Tasmania
o Hobart[withinterstate/internationalvisitorsJ

A return vehicle fuel cost was used as a minimum travel cost, together with a boat fuel
estimate. These travel costs were a minimum cost estimate and did not include travel
time costs or on-board food items. As such, these various estimates of the outdoor
recreation experiences to be generated by the proposed new pier represent
conservative estimates of the economic value of the improved channels and sea access.

4 For the 1976 Royal Commission into Fraser lsland, Queensland, this technique was used to value the outdoor
'recreation' experience [as developed by the author of this Report].




