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KAILIS SEA CAGE TRIAL 
Statement 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [3.45 pm]:  Members may be aware that over several weeks I have 
asked a number of questions regarding the location of the Kailis sea cage trial near Remark Island in the 
Recherche Archipelago.  Members would also be aware that there are ministerial guidelines for behaviour and 
correcting incorrect statements to Parliament; that is, making apologies to Parliament at the earliest available 
opportunity.  This has been happening over a number of weeks.  Nobody could doubt that I have provided the 
minister with a number of opportunities to have her department check the information in those questions.  
Although there have been several opportunities, and I have tabled a surveyors map giving the surveyed locations 
of the Kailis tuna-approved mooring, the actual Kailis tuna cage location and the amended requested mooring of 
South East Fisheries, it is now Friday and there has still not been a word from the minister to this Chamber to 
explain how the information provided could have been incorrect.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  The minister is a bad person then.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I am pleased the member finds that amusing because one of the most important things 
that any minister has to do is to be truthful and provide correct information to the Parliament.  It is one of the 
most serious things a minister can do.  I understand that it is possible for a minister not to get the correct 
information from his or her department.  However, I have asked for it to be checked, given several opportunities 
and then provided a surveyed map of the locations.  That is a large number of opportunities for not only the 
minister but also the minister’s department to check that information.   

Yesterday, the Department for Planning and Infrastructure issued a press statement, which reads -  

The Western Australian Department of Planning and Infrastructure (DPI) admits a sea cage near 
Remark Island could be posing a marine safety hazard if it is found to be in the wrong spot.   

The MG Kailis group is using the pen in the Recherche Archipelago as part of its plan to develop a tuna 
farm.   

So far, so good -  

Information presented in Parliament this week by Greens’ MP Dee Margetts indicates the cage is almost 
a kilometre off its mark.   

That is not actually correct, but the department has attempted to put things on the record - 

The DPI’s head of marine safety, Brian Riches, says it will re-examine the location of the cage.  

“Quite clearly if we’ve got information that suggests that there’s something that’s not where it should 
be then, of course, it poses a danger to navigation and we would expect that to be moved,” he said. 

“From our point of view if we approve an application for anything to be put in a particular position, 
that’s where it needs to be.”  

The following is the interesting part - 

A spokesman for the Kailis group says the department was advised last year the cage was scheduled to 
be placed in a different location from the original application.  

However, Mr Riches says the department never received such information.  

I asked several questions about that application and I asked for all correspondence about the Kailis application 
and the South East Fisheries application to be tabled.  Nothing in that tabled correspondence said anything 
whatsoever about an application from the Kailis group for a changed mooring location.  Either it has not been 
received or it was not sent.  Once an application for a mooring has been received it goes through a series of 
processes, including, it seems, examination by a safety officer.  That would create a paper trail.   

Hon Jim Scott:  Would there not have to be an approval? 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yes, although I understand that moorings can be placed without approval.  However, 
people who have unapproved moorings do not have exclusive use of them.  Theoretically, if the Kailis cage is in 
an unapproved mooring site, anyone should be able to moor his vessel alongside that cage.  

A story on the front page of the Esperance Express on Thursday, 11 November revealed that on Tuesday Mr 
Ron Edwards said the cage had been moved.  The article states - 

After the cage was taken to its original location in December, -  

I reiterate that this was after the cage had been taken to its original location - 
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it was decided another location was more appropriate for the cage trial and it was put there.  

That is interesting.  Where in the minister’s statement is that information?  It is nowhere to be found.  The cage 
was moved to its approved location, but then Kailis thought that it would be better situated more than half a 
kilometre away.  That is interesting.  What is being tested in that area?  If the aim of the cage is to test the 
impacts of the currents and tides, surely by placing it in a different location the owners will not be testing what 
they said they would test.  If they said they were testing in 40 metres of water on a sandy seabed but the depth at 
the changed position is 30 metres, the characteristics of that location might be different.  It might contain 
seagrass or other marine habitat.  Were tests carried out?  Was the site examined?  Who knows?  Perhaps 
someone can examine the seabed where the cage is now situated.  The article continues - 

He said the Department was told of the change.  
It is either true or not true.  Someone from Kailis might have told someone in the department about the mooring.  
However, that does not constitute an application.  Who in the department knew about the change?  Who was it 
passed to?  Where is the file note?  A number of explanations are required: firstly, why was the Parliament 
misled in the answers provided by the Department for Planning and Infrastructure?  Secondly, if officers of the 
department were told of a change of that location, why has nothing official been done to indicate that change?   
Why is this issue important?  The safety officer told us that the location concerned is in uncharted waters.  If 
South East Fisheries’ application for a mooring had been approved for one location but the mooring ended up in 
uncharted waters, it could be a navigational hazard.  Surely, a great big sea cage pontoon, situated almost 600 
metres from its approved location, would create an extreme navigational hazard.  I am not surprised that getting 
the story straight will take a while.  I am waiting with fascination to see what the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure tells us next week about this issue, which is important to the people of Esperance.   
 


