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Division 16: Primary Industries and Regional Development — Services 1, 2 and 3, Fisheries, 
$95 427 000 — 
Mr R.S. Love, Chair. 
Mr D.J. Kelly, Minister for Fisheries. 
Mr R. Addis, Director General. 
Ms H. Brayford, Deputy Director General. 
Ms M. Taylor, Chief Finance Officer. 
Mr B. Mezzatesta, Executive Director, Regional Services. 
Dr R. Fletcher, Executive Director, Strategy and Aquatic Resources. 
Ms N. Arrowsmith, Chief of Staff. 
Mr M. Chmielewski, Senior Policy Adviser. 
Ms A. Anderson, Senior Media Adviser. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 
It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 

The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 

If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to 
the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on 
notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 

I give the call to the member for North West Central. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I refer to page 286 of budget paper No 2 and the line item “Fisheries Structural Adjustment”. 
What does that relate to? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: The department has been in long-running discussions with Treasury about the structural deficit 
within what was the Department of Fisheries. That issue has been considered over a number of budgets, including, 
obviously, when the previous government was in place. There has been some agreement reached with Treasury to 
deal with that structural deficit. The funding for that line item is additional money that will come into the budget 
to deal with that ongoing deficit. Heather Brayford may like to make some additional comments on that. 

Ms H. Brayford: I will provide just a bit more detail. We undertook a detailed budget review process through the 
Department of Fisheries to address our structural deficit, as the minister has advised, and we developed a number 
of measures to reduce our expenditure across the forward estimates to come within our budget requirements. They 
were in the areas of some of our resource monitoring and assessment work and looking at our management systems 
that support that, some changes in terms of our compliance, mainly moving to some digital services, looking at 
new ways of providing our business, and also some restructuring of our corporate services areas. The budget papers 
reflect a phased approach to bring the Department of Fisheries’ budget into line with expenditure requirements 
over the forward estimates. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Are those costs associated with the department merging with other departments? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: No, these are not costs associated with the merging of the departments; this is to address 
a structural deficit that existed with the old fisheries department, basically under the previous government. In the 
view of the department, and I think there was some sympathy from Treasury, there had been systemic underfunding 
of the department under the previous government. This money is not related to the merging of the departments. 
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Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I refer to page 286 of budget paper No 2 and the line item “Sustainable Development of the 
Abrolhos Islands”, which has an amount of $10 million. Could the minister please provide a detailed list of what 
the $10 million will be spent on? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Thanks for the question. I was in the fortunate position of visiting the Abrolhos Islands last 
week to see firsthand just how incredible they are. I was told by a lot of people that I saw them at their best, as 
sometimes the weather is not quite as good. I was absolutely impressed by the environment up there. What is 
obvious, though, when you look at a lot of the camps and in particular a lot of the jetties, is that a lot of 
infrastructure issues need to be addressed. There are also issues around the potential for tourism development. If 
that is going to be best developed, some additional money will need to be spent on infrastructure. We have 
committed in the budget, I think in years 3 and 4 across the forward estimates, a sum of $10 million—$5 million 
in each year. My understanding is that at this point, the exact nature of the work that will be undertaken with that 
funding has not yet been finalised. We have a couple of years to work up that. It has not yet been finalised. I am 
not sure whether Heather would like to add something to that. 

Ms H. Brayford: That is correct; the minister has touched on some of the key elements that are likely to be 
included in any proposed program of works, around such things as making improvements to the jetties and 
providing appropriate shade shelters, toilets and so forth for visitors to the islands. I think the minister has touched 
on the key elements. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Does the minister expect that the work will be guided by Fisheries, or will there be 
involvement in that from the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development?  

[10.40 am] 

Mr D.J. KELLY: As best we can, we will take a whole-of-government approach to all these decisions. It is 
currently in the ambit of the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, but I am sure that in 
making decisions about how that money is spent, we will consult widely with not only other government agencies 
but also the fishing community and the tourism operators up there. We will try to get the best value for money that 
we can out of that $10 million. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Is it the government’s intention to maintain the islands under the management of Fisheries? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: There has not been any decision made by this government to change the current management 
arrangements at this time. That is all I can say at this point. 

Ms E. HAMILTON: I refer to page 286 of budget paper No 2 and the line item “Shark Deterrent Rebate Scheme” 
listed in the table outlining spending changes. What is the government doing to reduce the risk of shark attack on 
ocean users and what protections do personal shark deterrents provide? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: I thank the member very much for the question. In this portfolio area, one of the issues that gets 
most public attention is that of shark hazard mitigation. We have taken it very seriously since we have come to 
government. It is fair to say that in opposition we did not try to make the issue a political football. We were 
supportive of virtually every initiative that the former government made around new technology, regardless of 
whether I personally as a shadow minister thought that the technology was going to get a lot of, I suppose, bang 
for buck. I did not quibble when the government made decisions about things like drones or various types of shark 
enclosures. We basically gave the government support on every initiative it undertook with the exception of the 
use of drum lines. In opposition, we were firmly of the view that new technology was going to be the avenue 
through which people would be given the maximum amount of protection. In looking at that, we were very well 
informed by the research commissioned by the previous government into the effectiveness of personal shark 
deterrents. The previous government had the University of Western Australia research the effectiveness of a range 
of personal shark deterrents on the market. One came up, if you like, as being very effective, and that was the 
Shark Shield. In opposition, we committed on the basis of that research that we would do what we could to promote 
the uptake of that technology. The people most at risk of a fatal shark attack are surfers and divers, with 13 of the 
last 15 fatal shark attacks since 2000 being on surfers and divers. We undertook that if we won government, we 
would put in place subsidies for approved individual shark deterrents. 

At this point, the Shark Shield is the only device on the market that has been independently verified as being 
effective and that is based on the research from the University of Western Australia commissioned by the previous 
government. The budget allocation of $200 000 over the next two years represents the funding we have put in 
place for the $200 subsidy for the shark deterrents. The uptake has been really good; over 500 Western Australians 
have taken up the subsidy and purchased those devices. I am very disappointed that the opposition has chosen to 
criticise that subsidy scheme. In a joint interview we gave last week on radio, the member for Vasse likened the 
shark deterrent to waving a toothpick. Given that the research the previous Liberal government commissioned 
shows those deterrents were effective on over 90 per cent of occasions, I think it is really irresponsible for 
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opposition members to now question that research. That research was done when the Liberal Party was in 
government and we are relying on it. I urge members opposite to encourage the uptake of those personal shark 
deterrents rather than trying to using this issue of shark hazard mitigation to score some cheap political points. 
I know that is the attitude the federal member has taken. 

The CHAIR: Thank you, minister. You have made the point. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Could the minister please provide us with a breakdown of approved rebate payments by 
postcode, including the purpose for the deterrent, along with a list of unsuccessful applicants by postcode, 
including the purpose for the deterrent? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: I do not have those details here, so if the member puts that question on notice, we will be happy 
to provide them. 

The CHAIR: Is the minister not willing to provide supplementary information? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Given the amount of detail that might be involved, I think I would prefer that the question be 
put on notice. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: May I question that, Mr Chair? I would have thought that when there is considerable detail 
involved in a question, the better way to answer it is to provide it as supplementary information. 

The CHAIR: Yes, but ultimately it is up to the minister to determine whether he wishes to provide the 
supplementary information and he has indicated that he is not willing to do that, so I am afraid the member will 
have to put the question on notice if he wants the information. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: We noticed that one of the minister’s advisers was nodding that it could be provided as 
supplementary information. 

The CHAIR: Nonetheless, the minister has indicated that he is not willing to do so. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: I refer to page 286 and the line item “Surf Life Saving Western Australia Patrols” in the 
table outlining spending changes, which includes allocations for amounts of over $3 million over the next two 
years. Being an active surf lifesaver myself, I wonder whether the minister could provide details of this substantial 
budget allocation. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: I thank the member for the question and for the interest he shows in surf lifesaving. One problem 
we discovered on coming into office was that funding for surf lifesaving would run out at the end of this financial 
year. Given the noise, if you like, that the previous government made about shark hazard mitigation, I was very 
disappointed to find that funding for surf lifesaving did not extend beyond 30 June this year. Some programs are 
very popular amongst beachgoers, and aerial patrols and the role that surf lifesavers play generally fall into that 
category. It would simply have been untenable for us as a new government to say that there would be no funding 
for surf lifesaving beyond 30 June 2017, but that is what the budget papers stated. The previous government, as 
I said, made a lot of noise about this issue, but I was absolutely horrified as the minister to find that there was no 
funding for surf lifesavers after 30 June 2017. The allocation that the member has identified is an extra $6 million 
we have had to find to fund Surf Life Saving WA over the next two years. It is essentially what Surf Life Saving 
asked for, so we have not pruned its expenditure. We believe this will adequately fund Surf Life Saving for the 
next two years for aerial patrols, jetskis et cetera. 
Surf Life Saving has indicated that it will be able to incorporate the use of drones into its operations. The previous 
government, I think, funded an $80 000 allocation to trial drones. Surf Life Saving told us that based on the trial, 
it believes there is a useful place for drones in its operations, but it believes it will be able to incorporate their use 
with the funding we have allocated. It is very disappointing that it was not in the forward estimates. I note that 
since the budget was handed down, some members opposite have been claiming that we have gutted the shark 
mitigation budget, when over the forward estimates we have doubled it, not only because of the funding for the 
individual shark deterrents, which is the new program, but — 
[10.50 am] 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I have a point of order. The minister has answered the question. Given that we have time 
constraints and government members asking their own government ministers questions, it would be good if we 
could reduce some of the content. 
The CHAIR: There is no point of order, but the minister will bear in mind that there are five appropriations and 
examinations to undertake in this hour. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I will draw that to a close. Based on the allocation for surf lifesaving that the member has 
referred to, we have doubled the amount of money in the budget for shark mitigation. 
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The CHAIR: Given that we have a number of items to go through, are there any questions that members still 
have? 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I refer to the service summary on page 288 of budget paper No 2 and the first line item, 
“Fisheries Management”, and the fourth line item, “Market Development, Investment and Market Access”. I am 
not sure whether it fits here and the minister can correct me if I am wrong, but I refer to last year’s proposal for 
fish trapping in the Gascoyne. Given that I saw a push from the Department of Primary Industries and 
Regional Development to try to assist those companies to install fish traps in the Gascoyne from Coral Bay down 
to Shark Bay, I want to find out whether any financial resources have been put into developing fish trapping in the 
Gascoyne in particular, or whether the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development has been 
providing any other support to those companies that wish to do fish trapping? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: The issue of fish traps in the Gascoyne is highly controversial. I was in opposition and the 
member’s side occupied the government benches at the time. The proposal came from some commercial operators 
and they worked up a trial with the department. That trial was to go ahead with the approval of the minister at the 
time. I certainly received feedback from the community at the time that it did not accept that that trial should go 
ahead. I suppose we can only ask the previous minister why that trial was to go ahead. I went to Carnarvon on at 
least one occasion, but I had numerous conversations with a number of people in Carnarvon who were very 
concerned about the use of fish traps. Based on the community response, the then Minister for Fisheries decided 
that the trial would not go ahead. I think that was the right decision for him to make given the lack of community 
support for it. 
My understanding is that some work has been done on a harvest strategy in that area, but as the new minister, 
I have made it clear that I do not support the introduction of fish traps in that area. From my perspective, there is 
no intention for that position to change any time soon. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: It is good to note that the minister’s intention is not to introduce fish trapping in the 
Gascoyne, but the minister is saying that the department that he is in charge of has been working up proposals with 
those companies that wish to introduce fish trapping in the Gascoyne. Has the minister directed his department not 
to pursue any further approvals or trials or anything to do with fish trapping in the Gascoyne? Has the minister 
directed his department to cease putting any further finances or time and effort into doing that? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I have had a discussion with the department and I have made my position on the issue clear. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Has the minister directed his department not to introduce any fish trap trials? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I have made clear my position and my — 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: It is a yes-or-no question. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: This is not television. This is not Judge Judy. I have made my position as the new minister 
perfectly clear to the department. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: The minister is not willing to say yes or no. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: No, because life is not about yeses and noes. I have made it clear. The people in Carnarvon 
would want to hear that the new government has maintained the position Labor took in opposition that we do not 
support the introduction of fish traps. That is the position. I have made it clear to the department that that is the 
view. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Under the voluntary targeted separation scheme referred to on page 6 of budget paper No 3, 
how many Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development staff members have been invited to 
express an interest in the VTSS and in which divisions or business units? If they have not already been invited to 
do so, when will this occur and in which divisions or business units? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: The only savings for the voluntary severance scheme in the budget today is a global figure. 
They have not been apportioned to individual departments. That has not been done. To answer the member’s 
question, no individual requests have been made. There has not been an apportionment per department or per 
division. That work is yet to be done and decisions around that have not yet been made. 
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: We do not have any more questions on the Department of Fisheries. 
The CHAIR: In that case, we will move to put the question. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
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