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RECHERCHE ARCHIPELAGO, FISHERY OPERATION 
Statement 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [5.39 pm]:  I rise tonight to detail a fairly extraordinary set of 
circumstances that have occurred in relation to a commercial fishery operating in the Recherche Archipelago.  I 
have asked a series of questions about the fishery, and about an application for a mooring in particular.  Why is 
this important?  Anyone reading a mooring application form - not too many people do that - will notice there are 
places to put an applicant’s name, the name of the vessel, its construction material, its draft, colour of hull, 
mooring details, main weight, material of pendant, bridle material and mooring location.  The form asks for a 
description, giving the exact area, of the mooring location.  Most people involved in marine activities would give 
the latitude and longitude in degrees, minutes and seconds.  With global positioning systems it is considered that 
it is the right thing to do to be exact.  Some areas of great demand have moorings every 15 metres.  As such, 
locations must be exact.  It is possible because everyone knows the technology is available.  Marine surveyors 
can give exact locations.  One would think that a large corporate fishery such as MG Kailis would be able to 
locate a mooring in an area in which it had requested one.  It appears that is not the case.  I will explain why that 
is important.  A commercial fishery operating in the Recherche Archipelago, South East Fisheries, applied for a 
mooring and was refused.  The reason given by the minister was based on safety.  It is absolutely fascinating to 
find that when the application was made by Mr Marcus Grey from South East Fisheries, there was some 
excitement within the Department for Planning and Infrastructure.  It included a file note from Ms Shelley Grice 
from the departmental office in Kalgoorlie to Ms Donna West, which states - 

Hi Donna . . .  

APPLICATION FOR MOORING - MARCUS GREY 
. . .  
I am bringing the Grey application to your attention because the applicant has made comment in the 
media regarding his objection to the Kailis trial that is taking place.  I am concerned that the application 
is only to cause disruption to those trials or that approval of the application will cause problems in the 
event that the trial is successful and following a meeting all approvals from all concerned is a project 
that could go ahead. 

I would also raise an item that we might get a number of mooring application from customers who have 
objection to the trials. 
I am seeking your assistance to identify whether the department should be considering some 
recommendation to ensure that the approved trial is allowed to continue uninterrupted until its 
completion and final report is made available for comment. 

•  Is it reasonable to offer Marcus Grey another location that is further away from the existing 
mooring (there is not explanation from Marcus regarding his need for the mooring). 

•  Are there conditions that can be put in place on the application - department has the right to remove 
in the instance that trial meets all of the requirements and the final report/outcomes proved positive 
and project goes ahead. 

•  Advise Marcus that the trial has been approved - offer him another location outside the boundaries 
of the trial - or 

•  Advise that the department will consider his application at this location following the outcomes of 
the trials being undertaken by Kails. 

For your consideration please 
Shelley 

There is another file note from Donna West, which states - 

Hi Shelley & Garry 

I have discussed the issue of the mooring application from the Greys with Steve Jenkins and like you, 
we share concerns about the bigger issue of getting multiple applications for moorings when people do 
not really have any requirement for them.   

This concerns a commercial fishery that applied for a mooring; a commercial fishery that uses the area regularly.  
When I asked whether consultation had been undertaken before the Kailis trial cage mooring had been approved, 
I was told that it was not necessary to consult and that it does not normally happen.  The same commercial 
fishery is applying for a mooring in the general area and all sorts of file notes mention a single mooring with an 
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empty cage on it.  Kailis has a mooring with an empty cage on it and the commercial fishery, which is a user of 
the area, is subject to file notes about whether it is there to disrupt the trial.  There is also a handwritten file note 
by I am not sure whom - we can certainly find out in time - which states - 

Donna 

Although moorings in this area are not the responsibility of Regional Facilitator - 

Perhaps it was the regional facilitator - 

I am concerned that the correct legal treatment of the application may not be occurring by virtue of the 
application form being used. 

This is extraordinary.  Mr Marcus Grey gave a reason for his application on 30 December 2003.  He stated - 

The Remark Group of islands is our most reliable pilchard fishing grounds.  Due to the nature of the 
pilchard fishery the most consistent catch time is after last light and before sunrise.  Having a safe 
mooring eliminates the need to return to Bandy Creek boat harbour and then five hours later steaming 
back to the fishing grounds.  This would reduce fatigue for skipper and crew and make the fishing more 
cost effective.   

There appears to be a reason for a mooring.  Is it the role of the Department for Planning and Infrastructure to 
decide, of its own volition, that the commercial fishery does not need the mooring?  I asked the minister whether 
there is another safe mooring area in the region and was given a location at which anchorage can be taken.  My 
understanding is that a mooring is not available in a safe anchorage area.  It would indicate that the minister is 
aware of the fact that there are no other general areas within the Remark group of islands that are available for 
safe moorings.  The proponents have said publicly that the tuna feedlot proposal will not interfere with existing 
businesses and jobs.  Quite clearly what we have discovered so far is that that is exactly what it is doing.  There 
is an empty cage on a mooring in the wrong place.  A commercial fishery is locating several hundred metres 
away from the empty cage, and is told a cock-and-bull story about a navigational safety hazard when the real 
navigational safety hazard is a tuna cage in the wrong place.  The real reason is that the Department for Planning 
and Infrastructure is protecting a proposal that will interfere with the local businesses in the Recherche 
Archipelago.   
 


