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purposes, and should obtain appropriate professional advice relevant to their particular circumstances.
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arising out of the use of, or reliance on, the information in the report.

As expressly, and implicitly, stated in the report, the content of this report reflects a snapshot of the work 
undertaken to date which has led to the Westport Taskforce making some preliminary recommendations to 
Government, most of which pertain to progressing to a further stage of work in relation to the development 
of port and supply chain options for Perth and Western Australia. It is not, and not intended to be, the 
conclusion to the work being undertaken by the Taskforce. The reader should be mindful of that caveat as 
they consider the report.

The Westport Taskforce notes that there are a number of landholders and other parties with interests in 
the port and supply chain options which have been set out in the report. The Taskforce has not, nor has 
it attempted to, undertake a legal due diligence (including a review of relevant land tenure, third party 
rights and interests (including under State Agreements and other arrangements with the State or relevant 
instrumentalities) and the legislative frameworks) in relation to the options it has identified for Government.  
It will do so during the next stage of the Taskforce’s process and beyond.

Westport would like to extend our sincere thanks to our stakeholders  
and the community for their contributions. We also thank the members  
of the Westport Taskforce for their work.
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Technological disruption, innovation and globalisation of community  
and industry is evolving at an increasing rate. In this context, the Westport 
Taskforce’s mandate to look afresh at Western Australia’s entire freight  
system and plan for future needs over a 50-year horizon, delivered both  
a unique opportunity and an enormous challenge. This was highlighted  
further by the recent impacts of COVID-19, which has reinforced the  
criticality of our supply chains and complex trade links. Never before  
have seamless, efficient and scalable port and supply chain operations  
been so important. 

It was a challenge not only for Westport, but for industry, interest groups,  
government and the broader community. Supply chain infrastructure like ports,  
roads and rail is often owned by government, but operated by industry and  
interfaces with community, so it was essential to have everyone around the  
table to grapple with the complex issues and define potential solutions.

The responsibility delivered to Westport was to develop port and supply chain 
options that would facilitate growth and prosperity for generations to come.  
The opportunity was to examine every part of the supply chain; to identify  
‘weak links’; to assess, and sometimes challenge, existing constraints; and  
take a ‘whole-of-system’ perspective in defining solutions for the future.

Message from the 
Independent Chair
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Independent Chair, 
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As the Independent Chair, I have drawn on the 
insights I have gained from sitting on the Board of 
Infrastructure Australia and leading the Freight and 
Logistics Council of WA, along with my experience 
developing long-term infrastructure plans with 
government and industry, to ensure the robustness 
of Westport’s process and focus on collaboration. 
My independence has enabled me to broker 
effective cooperation across government, as well  
as engage openly with industry and the community, 
in order to provide clear advice to Government.  
As a local resident, I have been very conscious 
of securing the best long-term outcomes for 
Fremantle, as well as the broader freight and 
logistics sectors, to enable future growth for the 
State of Western Australia.

At the start of the Westport process, I was  
clear there were no guarantees that everyone  
would like the outcomes, but that it would be an  
open, transparent and robust process with clear 
assumptions. We have provided a regular flow of 
information about the process and outcomes, and 
the team has been available to share its work and 
findings with any individuals and groups who have 
expressed an interest. The future of this State’s 
freight and trade infrastructure is a matter that 
impacts all Western Australians, so providing  
quality information about the current state of our 
operations and the different trade-offs that may  
be involved in various future options was a critical 
part of Westport’s process.

Westport is pleased to be recommending 
two port options that could future-proof 
Perth’s freight network over the next 50 
years and beyond – Option D2, a shared 
model that sees the existing Fremantle 
port and a new Kwinana port split the 
container task, before transitioning all 
freight to Kwinana over time; and Option 
B, which involves moving all freight  
from Fremantle to Kwinana in one step.  
Both options involve constructing a  
new land-backed port in the Kwinana 
Industrial Area serviced by an upgraded 
Anketell Road freight route. The options 
are still at conceptual stage and need to 
be further investigated before the overall 
best option and a transition plan can  
be determined. 

It is significant to note that the freight task is only 
one part of Perth’s complex transport planning 
challenge. As Perth continues to grow, the biggest 
issue impacting the metropolitan area’s road 
network – including the capacity of road links into 
Fremantle – is the growth in passenger vehicles.

Westport’s preliminary recommendation to 
establish a new port in Kwinana may assist in 
alleviating road safety and capacity concerns by 
reducing truck movements in the medium-term 
once the new port is established. Eventually, after 
the full freight task has transitioned from Fremantle 
to Kwinana, port-bound trucks will mainly utilise the 
Tonkin Highway-Anketell Road freight route, 
bypassing suburban areas altogether. 

However, the congestion conversation is far from 
over. Governments everywhere are tackling the 
same challenge – the need to develop integrated 
transport plans that encourage people to utilise 
alternative modes of transport to reduce the number 
of cars on our roads. Successfully reducing road 
congestion would require a major change in our 
behaviour – one for which we are all responsible.

In the meantime, I would like to thank everyone who 
has contributed to the Westport project to date for 
their time, expertise and insights. The input we have 
received from contributors to the Taskforce has 
challenged our thinking and shaped our findings. 
The list of organisations involved is extensive, along 
with many community members who continue to 
take an active interest in the progress of our work.

This report marks a major milestone in the journey 
to secure capacity to accommodate Western 
Australia’s future growth in trade, but is still far from 
a conclusion. The findings provide Government with 
a starting point for the next phase of work, which 
includes more detailed port planning, land use 
planning and approval processes, environmental 
approval processes, a business case for new 
infrastructure, and further work to explore 
operational improvements to the current facilities  
at Fremantle. These tasks will also be enormously 
challenging and require continued collaboration 
across government and with industry, operators  
and the community to ensure that all impacts and 
opportunities have been understood and 
considered – and that we ultimately achieve the 
best possible outcome for Western Australia.

We look forward to the Government’s decision  
and the next stage of this important work.

Sincerely,

Nicole Lockwood 
Independent Chair, Westport Taskforce
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Executive 
Summary

The Western Australian economy is powered by exports and reliant on our imports. The bulk 
mineral ports of northern WA, including the world’s largest at Port Hedland, are major income 
generators for the State, exporting our abundant natural resources to the world. However, 
it is the Fremantle Inner Harbour that facilitates access to the products that allow Western 
Australians to enjoy some of the highest living standards in the world1. Imported containers are 
laden with the everyday consumer products upon which we rely. Groceries, building materials, 
electronics, medications, wearables and furniture, amongst many other things, are imported 
in containers. As the primary container import and export facility for Perth and the State, 
Fremantle is one of the most important pieces of economic infrastructure in WA. 
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While Fremantle has serviced WA’s trade needs for more than 120 years, our population 
and industries continue to grow, and our freight demands are growing too. Proactive, 
long-term, holistic assessment and planning is essential to ensure we have the necessary 
freight infrastructure in place in time to meet forecast demand. This is especially 
important given the long lead times required to plan, fund and build major heavy 
infrastructure such as a port. 

With these considerations in mind, the Westport Taskforce (Westport) was established 
by the State Government in September 2017. The purpose of the project was to develop 
a plan to manage the growing freight demands of Perth and surrounding regions for 
the next 50 years, and ideally, well beyond – essentially future-proofing Perth’s freight 
network. With a particular focus on the existing port locations at Fremantle, Kwinana and 
Bunbury, Westport was tasked with undertaking a complete assessment of the ports, 
associated road and rail links, and intermodal terminals to determine the best long-term 
integrated freight transport plan to meet the State’s needs.

This report marks a significant milestone, arriving at the preliminary recommendations  
for Perth’s new port development; but Westport’s work is not completed. It should 
be noted that:

•	 more detailed assessment and comparative work is required and the project’s  
findings to date do not form the basis for an investment decision; and

•	 Westport has focused only on the freight component of the wider transport network.
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Westport’s future port recommendations 
Westport’s work to date has identified preferred options for the location and footprint 
design for Western Australia’s future primary container port.

Based on the combined results of a second multi-criteria 
analysis (MCA-2) and the rapid cost-benefit analysis, the 
port options that best meet WA’s future needs are a shared 
Fremantle/Kwinana operating model, eventually transitioning 
to Kwinana over time (Option D2) and moving all freight to 
Kwinana in one step (Option B). 

Both port options, should either eventually proceed into construction, can future-proof 
Perth’s freight network, ensure WA’s trade and logistics remain internationally competitive, 
and deliver economic benefits for the whole State.

Option B and the Kwinana component of Option D2 both share the same location, land-
backed design and eventual end state (see Diagram 1). The key difference between the 
options is timing; specifically, either moving trade from Fremantle to Kwinana in one step 
(as soon as it becomes economically and commercially viable to do so) as per Option 
B, or transitioning all freight to Kwinana gradually while operating two ports in parallel 
for a period, as per Option D2. Further work needs to be done to definitively answer the 
remaining questions around the transition models, stages, timings and costs – this will be 
Westport’s immediate focus in the next phase of work.

Diagram 1:  
Artist’s impression of the high-level design and  
location of Perth’s future container port in Kwinana
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Map 1:  
Port footprint and infrastructure for Option B  
(Stage 1) and Option D2 (Kwinana component)
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STAGE 1 ON-PORT DESIGNS FOR OPTION B 

0 400

Metres

Produced by the Westport Taskforce, DoT WA.
Base Information: WALIA, DOT, SLIP 1047-2017-1 & WAPC.

File: \\esssvr01\Archive\Westport\MapDocuments\
WP_Final_OnPortDesigns_OptionB_Stage1_A3.mxd
Copyright © January 2020 | gis@westport.wa.gov.au

Date: 21/01/2020 | GDA 94  

DISCLAIMER
This map is indicative and for informational purposes only.
This map must not be sold, traded, modified or given away

 to any third party without the written approval of the 
Westport Office.

Stage 1 Port Footprint 

Stage 1 Rock Revetment
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Stage 1 Terminal Landscape

Operational Stage 1.1 (2029)

Operational Stage 1.2 (2039)

Operational Stage 1.3 (2052)

Last Mile Design (Indicative)
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Benefits of the recommended options, D2 and B
According to Westport’s work to date, Options D2 and B could deliver the  
following benefits to the State of Western Australia:

•	 Strongly positive benefit to cost ratios of 1.76 for Option D2 and  
1.64 for Option B.

•	 Potential cost savings for the State, through having a more efficient and  
cost-effective port and supply chain (based on high level comparative  
cost analysis).

•	 Likely cost savings on the transport costs per twenty-foot equivalent unit  
(TEU, the metric for containers).

•	 The end state port designs automatically accommodate a throughput  
capacity of approximately 4.5 million TEUs, which provides excess  
capacity to the forecast container demand of 3.8 million TEUs by 2068.

•	 More flexibility to increase the port capacity as required.

•	 Globally competitive trade infrastructure that may help facilitate the  
State’s economic growth long-term.

•	 Redirecting a significant number of trucks out of suburban areas and onto  
the purpose-built Anketell/Tonkin freight route (see Section 8.1 and Map 
19) that connects the Kwinana port with the chain of intermodal terminals 
surrounding the Perth metropolitan area.

•	 Community development benefits for Greater Perth through increased 
employment opportunities and attracting more residents that, in turn,  
generate better conditions for small businesses in particular.

•	 A possible opportunity to redevelop North Quay and surrounding land,  
as well as making Victoria Quay amenable to more uses by removing  
industrial trades from the Inner Harbour that require the current buffer zone.

•	 Port service industries, logistics companies, and businesses and industries  
that rely on imports and/or exports may be attracted to available land in  
and around Kwinana, injecting investment and jobs into the economy.

•	 Providing long-term certainty and security to businesses, residents, 
landowners, government, investors, trading partners and other stakeholders. 

“The principal conclusion reached from 
the Stage 2 work is that port options 
B and D2 should be recommended for 
further assessment. The Peer Review 
Panel supports this recommendation.”

Westport Peer Review Panel Stage 2 report, February 2020



Context and forecasting
For Westport to reach its preliminary 
recommendations, it was firstly important to 
quantify the future freight demand that the port 
must be able to handle. Westport commissioned 
Deloitte Access Economics (DAE) to forecast WA’s 
trade requirements out to 2068, Westport’s (now 
48-year; originally 50-year) end state. 

To calculate the container forecasts, a baseline of 
770,000 TEUs was used, which was the volume 
handled at the Fremantle Inner Harbour in 2017-
18. Using a complex model of macro and micro 
economic inputs, along with the latest population 
forecasts provided by the WA Department of 
Treasury, DAE calculated a container compound 
annual growth rate (CAGR) of 3.2 per cent. DAE’s 
model and forecasts were independently peer 
reviewed by the Western Australian Treasury 
Corporation, which recommended Westport use a 
CAGR of between 3.0 and 4.0 per cent. Westport 
opted to use a CAGR of 3.25 per cent based on 
advice from industry experts and professional 
consultants, which extrapolates to an end state 
container task of 3.8 million TEUs in 2068.  

Westport also commissioned a study to investigate 
when the ultra large container vessels (ULCVs) 
currently servicing the major hub ports might begin 
servicing Australia. ULCVs exceed the capabilities 
of Fremantle’s current facilities. It was estimated, 
based on current shipping fleet trends, that ULCVs 
might begin arriving at Australian ports around the 
mid-2040s. 

As Fremantle’s current infrastructure cannot handle 
3.8 million containers or ULCVs, it is important that 
WA begins planning for alternative facilities in a 
timely manner. Whether planning begins now or in 
20 years’ time when the situation is more urgent, 
the fact is that major infrastructure changes will be 
required to handle WA’s long-term freight task.

The need to commence planning
In line with Infrastructure Australia’s (IA) Assessment 
Framework, Stage 1 of Westport’s work set about 
identifying the problem – the freight network’s 
constraints. The comprehensive findings of Stage 1 
are captured in the Westport: What we have found 
so far report2 (December 2018). One of the most 
important highlights of these findings was that 
Fremantle port itself is not the key issue; it is the 
road and rail links to the Inner Harbour that are the 
major constraints. 

In numerical terms, the Inner Harbour footprint 
could handle up to 2.1 million TEUs. Westport’s 
peer-reviewed modelling of Fremantle’s road and 
rail linkages, undertaken in partnership with Main 
Roads WA, the Public Transport Authority and  
Arc Infrastructure, showed the road and rail 
networks to the port can only handle around  
1.2 million TEUs under current operations.  
The modelling indicates they will begin to  
reach capacity around the mid-2030s.

Given Fremantle’s capacity can only be as great 
as its ability to move freight in and out, this limits 
the Inner Harbour’s capacity to around 1.2 million 
TEUs also – some 0.9 million TEUs below the 
level previously thought. This means that planning 
for additional facilities must take place much 
sooner than expected – especially as it takes an 
estimated average of five years to plan and five 
years to construct a port based on the advice from 
Westport’s professional consultants.  
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2	 Westport: What we have found so far report, December 2018, Westport Office,  
https://www.mysaytransport.wa.gov.au/westport-strategy-documents
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However, the capacity of Fremantle’s supply chain is only one driver behind the need  
for a new port. There are six main drivers that will determine the need for facilities,  
and when:

1.	 increasing road congestion mainly caused by  
passenger vehicles;

2.	 bigger ships which exceed the Inner Harbour’s  
capabilities begin arriving;

3.	 optimisation of port assets, taking into account that 
Fremantle’s wharves are likely to reach their optimal  
asset life in the next 20 to 30 years;

4.	 the ‘highest and best use’ of the Inner Harbour’s land  
shifts away from its current industrial purposes towards 
residential and commercial use;

5.	 the Inner Harbour loses its social licence to continue 
operating; and

6.	 the broader operating environment, in terms of  
technology, policy and regulation, and expectations  
regarding environmental impacts, shifts enough to  
influence decision-making. 

For each of the drivers listed above, a tipping point will be reached, as determined  
by agreed indicators to be monitored by Westport, that will trigger the need for action. 
Once a tipping point is reached, the State Government will need to assess whether the 
better option is to continue investing funds into extending the life of Fremantle, or to 
commence construction of the new port. 

While it may be possible to address some triggers in the near-term with incremental 
upgrades or operational changes, eventually, the cumulative concerns and costs of  
these drivers will make the imperative for new facilities indisputable. However, just  
when that time may occur is a question that must still be answered and will be  
addressed in Westport’s next phase of work. 

 

2	 Westport: What we have found so far report, December 2018, Westport Office,  
https://www.mysaytransport.wa.gov.au/westport-strategy-documents

Container vessel at 
the Inner Harbour, 
Fremantle



“The Peer Review Panel concluded 
that the overall methodology 
developed to undertake the 
Westport study was appropriate, 
comprehensive and well structured.”

Westport Peer Review Panel progress report, May 2019

Eight Strategic Options
Westport Stage 1 ran throughout 2018. As outlined in Westport: What we have found  
so far2, this stage of work closed out with the identification of the Eight Strategic  
Options. These were eight high-level scenarios outlining how the container trade  
could be allocated across the three port locations of Fremantle, Kwinana and  
Bunbury over various time horizons:

Option 1: Theoretical base case, as per IA guidelines

Option 2: Optimise Fremantle and transition to Kwinana over time

Option 3: Optimise Fremantle and transition to Bunbury over time

Option 4: De-industrialise Fremantle and move containers to Kwinana in one step

Option 5: De-industrialise Fremantle and move containers to Bunbury in one step

Option 6: Fremantle and Kwinana both have containers for the long-term

Option 7: Fremantle and Bunbury both have containers for the long-term

Option 8: Only Fremantle has containers for the long-term

Early in Stage 1, Westport had planned to address all trade types – containers, bulk, 
general cargo, such as roll-on roll-off cargo, livestock and breakbulk, and even cruise 
passengers – in parallel throughout the process. However, given the complexity of 
investigating multiple trades, the specialised requirements for each trade and Westport’s 
time and resource constraints, the project decided to focus only on containers in  
Stage 2. Other trades may be assessed as part of Westport’s future work. 

Westport Stage 2 commenced in late 2018 and ran throughout 2019 into 2020.  
The methodology adopted during this stage of work is depicted in Diagram 2.  
Westport has undertaken necessary due diligence throughout this stage,  
particularly around governance.
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2 	 Westport: What we have found so far report, December 2018, 
Westport Office, https://www.mysaytransport.wa.gov.au/westport-strategy-documents
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Shortlist  
Options

Multiple 
MCAs

Shortlist agreed  
with Westport’s 
governance teams 
based on outcomes  
of MCA-1.

‘Mini MCAs’ used  
to identify best  
sub-components 
for various options.

Macro

Micro

Analyse Westport’s Eight Strategic Options and  
identify a ‘long-list’ of potential infrastructure options.

Identify
options

Analyse the ‘end state’ performance of the long-list  
using high level criteria to rank the options by overall 
performance.

MCA-1

Develop transitions and timings for the shortlisted  
options. Analyse performance of the options using  
more detailed assessment criteria.

MCA-2

Identify ways to mitigate project risks associated with  
the delivery of port options.

Strategic 
Risks and 
Opportunities

Rapid cost-benefit analysis on the best performing 
options from MCA-2.Economics

Westport’s recommended option/s 

Diagram 2:  
Westport’s methodology for Stage 2



Identifying the long-list of options
The first step in Westport Stage 2 was to analyse the variable components of the Eight 
Strategic Options, such as the possible road and rail connections, freight transport modal 
splits, and port locations/layouts. From here, Westport was able to develop a long-list of 
diverse infrastructure scenarios, each with differing components, for assessment. The 
long-list included 25 options with different supply chain scenarios, varying port designs 
and locations in Kwinana, and several scenarios where the container task was shared 
between two ports. Of the 25 options, four involved Fremantle, four involved Bunbury and 
17 were in Kwinana. The full long-list is detailed in Section 5.1, while Westport Beacon 6: 
Westport’s long-list of options3 displays the high-level designs of the 25 options.

Narrowing to a shortlist
Objectively measuring and assessing numerous, complex infrastructure options, each 
with pros, cons and trade-offs, is exceptionally challenging. Infrastructure Australia 
recommends using a multi-criteria analysis (MCA), which is a data-based, objective 
decision-making tool, to facilitate this process. This approach was followed by Westport. 

Westport’s first MCA (MCA-1) was undertaken on the 25 long-listed options to reach 
a shortlist. In consultation with government and industry representatives, Westport 
developed a broad catalogue of assessment criteria covering the categories of 
economics, environment, social, land use and governance and operations. The various 
criteria were then weighted, with the weightings shown in Diagram 9.

The MCA-1 methodology involved a series of facilitated assessment workshops 
conducted to compare and score the 25 options. These were attended by 78 subject 
matter experts from 23 different organisations. More than 16 hours of workshops took 
place, each focused on a different criterion, with proceedings recorded for peer review 
purposes. Each option was assessed and assigned a comparative score between one 
(worst) and five (best) against each criterion. The scores for the 25 options were then 
totalled and ranked. The five top-scoring options became Westport’s shortlist. 

The most notable outcomes from MCA-1 were:

•	 all five shortlisted options featured a new port in Kwinana;

•	 no Bunbury options (Strategic Options 3, 5 and 7) made the shortlist; and

•	 Fremantle as a stand-alone option (Strategic Option 8) did not make the shortlist. 
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“Being a resident of East Fremantle and a frequent user of 
Leach Highway, Fremantle and Port Beach, I found Westport 
Beacon 8 to be most informative. In my opinion, Beacon 8 
is a very rigorous assessment of the constraints affecting the 
long-term use of Fremantle port, and I fully support Westport’s 
conclusion and future investigative focus on this issue.”

Ian Le Provost, Environmental Peer Reviewer, December 2019

3	 Westport Beacon 6: Westport’s long-list of options, August 2019, Westport Office,  
https://www.mysaytransport.wa.gov.au/westportbeacon



The four Bunbury options ranked the lowest in MCA-1 due to the high 
costs involved in duplicating the South West Main Rail Line; the high 
land transport costs associated with cartage between Bunbury and 
Perth; and the significant costs associated with removing the basalt 
that sits approximately 14 metres below sea level under the Bunbury 
Inner Harbour channel and Koombana Bay.  

The stand-alone Fremantle options did not score well in MCA-1 due 
to the substantial costs and social impacts involved in upgrading the 
road connections and freight rail line; the major ongoing impacts of 
running freight through highly urbanised areas on the community; 
and the high capital costs of extending the port footprint once its 
current limit is reached. Far from being no-cost or low-cost options, 
the ‘Fremantle forever’ options were costlier than most of the Kwinana 
options, while delivering a sub-optimal result for the State – especially 
for communities surrounding Fremantle and the freight and logistics 
industries. In the comparative analysis, it was clear that Kwinana 
offered superior outcomes to Fremantle across nearly all criteria. The 
reasons the stand-alone Fremantle options did not make the shortlist 
are further explained in Westport Beacon 8: Why Fremantle can’t 
handle the long-term freight task alone4.

While initially the shortlist only had five options, Westport’s subsequent 
work made it clear that the transition periods for the two shared 
Fremantle/Kwinana options had their own complexities and needed to 
be assessed separately. The shortlist was therefore expanded to seven 
options to include two new transition options. The seven options are 
listed in Table 1, while their key features are summarised in Table 2.

19
  |

  W
es

tp
o

rt
 S

ta
g

e 
2 

O
ut

co
m

es
  

|  
P

ub
lic

 R
ep

o
rt

  
|  

20
20

4	 Westport Beacon 8: Why Fremantle can’t handle the long-term freight task alone,  
August 2019, Westport Office, https://www.mysaytransport.wa.gov.au/westportbeacon

Bunbury Port
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Option code Description Operation

Option A  
Kwinana 

Cockburn Sound North (vicinity Rowley Road) narrow  
island port with intermodal operations at Latitude 32 

End state 

Option B  
Kwinana 

Cockburn Sound South (vicinity Anketell Road)  
conventional land-backed port 

End state 

Option C  
Kwinana 

Cockburn Sound South (vicinity Anketell Road)  
conventional island port 

End state 

Option D  
Fremantle and  
Kwinana 

Fremantle port shared with Cockburn Sound  
South (vicinity Anketell Road) medium conventional  
land-backed port 

End state 

Option D2  
Fremantle and  
Kwinana 

Unmodified Fremantle port shared with Cockburn Sound  
South (vicinity Anketell Road) medium land-backed port 
transitioning to Cockburn Sound South (vicinity Anketell  
Road) land-backed port (Option B) 

Transition to 
Option B 

Option E  
Fremantle and 
Kwinana 

Modified Fremantle port shared with Cockburn  
Sound South (vicinity Anketell Road) medium conventional  
land-backed port with Blue Highway 

End state 

Option E2  
Fremantle and  
Kwinana 

Slightly modified Fremantle Port shared with Cockburn  
Sound South (vicinity Anketell Road) medium land-backed  
port with Blue Highway, transitioning to Cockburn Sound  
South (vicinity Anketell Road) land-backed port (Option B) 

Transition to 
Option B

Table 1:  
Westport’s revised shortlist for MCA-2
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Table 2:  
Key features of the shortlisted options

Locale in 
Kwinana

Port design
Physical 
features

Option
Fremantle  
impact

Terminals

North – 
serviced by 
Rowley Road

Narrow  
island 

Two berths on 
port; all landside 
operations at 
Latitude 32 
linked by 3.2km 
automated 
transfer vehicles

A
Fremantle closes 
as an industrial port 
once it is viable to 
move all freight to 
Kwinana

Two ‘terminals’  
at inland IMT at 
Latitude 32

South – 
serviced by 
Anketell Road

Land-backed

Four berths on 
port initially, 
and road/rail 
terminals;
container parks  
on port footprint 
and nearby land;
port capacity  
and size  
increased  
progressively  
up to 2.5km long 
and six berths

B
Fremantle closes 
as an industrial port 
once it is viable to 
move all freight to 
Kwinana

Two stevedores 
operate at each  
port at all times

D

Fremantle is 
assumed to become 
automated but 
continues operating 
indefinitely, handling 
up to its supply 
chain capacity

One stevedore  
each at Fremantle 
and Kwinana

D2

Fremantle is  
not automated; it 
continues operating 
until bigger ships  
or economic factors 
make it unviable, 
then all freight 
transitions to 
Kwinana

One stevedore 
each at Fremantle 
and Kwinana, 
then anticipated 
transition to two 
stevedores  
at Kwinana

E

Fremantle rebuilt 
to accommodate 
the Blue Highway; 
continues 
indefinitely handling 
up to its supply 
chain capacity

Two stevedores,  
each with facilities  
at Fremantle and 
Kwinana

E2

Maintained as is, 
handling up to 
its supply chain 
capacity; operates 
until moving all 
freight to Kwinana 
is viable

Two stevedores  
at each location

Conventional 
Island

Four berths 
initially and 
road/rail 
terminals, onsite 
container parks 
on 2.5km long 
island

C
Fremantle closes 
as an industrial port 
once it is viable to 
move all freight to 
Kwinana

Two stevedores 
operate at each  
port at all times



Assessing the shortlist
Once the shortlist was determined, Westport launched new 
investigations for the second, more rigorous MCA (MCA-2).  
Each option was reassessed for MCA-2 with a clean slate.

While Westport’s work in 2019 expanded on the details of the 
shortlisted options, it is important to note that the project is still 
in the early planning stages; there are many more steps to be 
completed before any new infrastructure can be constructed. 
As the MCAs involve a comparative analysis between options, 
investigations have focused on the areas that highlight the 
differences. The options, which are still just concepts, may 
be subject to change in future stages of work when the more 
detailed technical design, planning and costings are underway. 

The criteria, weightings and inputs were all refined for MCA-2 
(see Section 5.5 for details); however, the weightings, scoring 
and ranking process was largely the same as for MCA-1. 
Options were again assessed on both the port and supply chain 
components. The most notable difference in MCA-2 was the 
significantly higher proportion of quantitative inputs, such as 
capital and operational costs (CAPEX and OPEX). This added a 
level of definitiveness to the scores and rankings, while noting 
they were at a high level for comparative purposes. 

While MCA-2’s outcomes provided the most guidance in 
determining the recommended port options, the preliminary 
recommendations are a combination of overlaid results from 
three separate assessments:

1.	 MCA-2;

2.	 a strategic risk assessment, which considered the risks, 
opportunities and qualitative criteria that could not be  
accurately captured through MCA-2; and

3.	 a rapid cost-benefit analysis on the top-performing  
options from MCA-2 and the strategic risk assessment.
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CBH grain terminal 
and rail loop in 

the Rockingham 
Industry Zone - part 

of the Outer Harbour
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