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PORTS AND MARINE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 27 June. 

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [11.21 am]:  This Bill is to amend two Acts.  The first is the Port 
Authorities Act 1999, and the second is the Pollution of Waters by Oil and Noxious Substances Act 1987.  The 
prominence of the export industry in Western Australia illustrates the importance of protecting and improving 
our ports and their facilities.  Annually, these ports and marine facilities manage approximately 200 million 
tonnes of cargo, made up of livestock, bulk goods and 430 000 containers worth over $7 billion in imports and 
$26 billion in exports.  Because of the prominence of the export sector in the State’s economy and the large 
distances to many overseas and interstate markets, Western Australia is highly dependent on safe, reliable and 
effective shipping services.  Governments of all persuasions have priorities related to health, education, 
community safety and the environment.  Funding for these areas cannot be achieved unless we have the income 
from these facilities.  It is worthwhile for the people who work in those industries to realise how dependent we 
are on our export industries.  I have no intention of delivering a lengthy address on this issue.  The legislation 
speaks for itself, and the Opposition will support it.   

From my reading of the Bill and my briefing, I understand that this legislation will overcome a number of 
shortcomings in the port authorities’ leasing powers.  Each port authority was established under its own Act.  
Port authorities have the power to lease land for any purpose.  As stated by the minister in the other place, this 
legislation is intended to provide port authorities with greater, rather than less, commercial freedom.   

In part 2 of the Bill, a new section 27A is inserted.  This will ensure that port authorities have the necessary 
power to grant easements, leases or licences in respect of port land for any purpose the port authority thinks fit.  
As mentioned in the other place, restricting the capacity of port authorities to lease land would affect their 
revenue-raising capacity, and could jeopardise the ability to put land to good use and affect profitability.  Of 
course, that in turn would affect the dividends paid to the Government; and, as we know, this Government is 
quite desperate for any extra funds it can get its hands on.  The Bill will also give the port authority the power to 
ensure the validity of the existing leases issued for a variety of purposes, such as aqua leases and leases for ferry 
terminals and yacht clubs.  The Bill will also ensure that port authorities have the power to use their fixed assets 
for profit, and will validate leases entered into by port authorities.  Clause 4 of the Bill also rectifies 
administrative problems relating to the ownership of navigational aids. 

Two new divisions will be inserted into the Act.  The first of these, division 6, grants to police officers or 
authorised officers the power to enter a vessel.  When we go into committee for a short period, maybe we will 
get a definition of what “another person”, in proposed section 114A(2), means.  Paragraph (b) states - 

a member of staff of the port authority, or another person, authorised by the port authority for the 
purposes of this section. 

Maybe we can find out later - perhaps in the response - who the parliamentary secretary envisages being another 
person.  The second new division, which is division 7, gives immunity from liability for certain events and 
actions, such as delays and damage to goods.  

The concern about oil spills is prevalent in the community when discussing ports and marine operations.  Oil 
spills always invoke thoughts of environmental disaster and the drastic effect those oil spills have on wildlife.  
The amendment of section 28, in clause 14 of the Bill, allows port authorities to respond to spills outside port 
waters, but within state waters, pursuant to delegations of the minister under the Pollution of Waters by Oil and 
Noxious Substances Act.  Part 3 of the Bill also gives port authorities greater responsibility in assessing the risk 
and containment of an oil spill.  The Government should be congratulated for doing that.   

Some amendments in the Bill deal with adding the term “or is anticipated”, changing the word “dispose” to 
“disperse”, and tidying up the wording by inserting “concerned” and deleting “from which the discharge 
occurred”.  Once again, in committee I want to explore the change of the word “dispose” to “disperse”.  Maybe 
in a moment the parliamentary secretary, in his response, will deal with that.  The Opposition supports these 
amendments, as they also allow preventive action to be taken that may avoid a spill or address a spill quickly.  
That is very important. 

Hon Ken Travers:  What was the last clause to which you referred? 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I have a question about changing the word “dispose” to “disperse”. 

Hon Ken Travers:  In which clause? 
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Hon ALAN CADBY:  It occurs in a few of them.  I am referring to clause 13(1)(b) on page 9.  I would like to 
know who is responsible for the disposal of the spill.  It is one thing to say that somebody is responsible for the 
dispersion, but at some point the oil that may be skimmed off must be disposed of.  Who will be responsible for 
the disposal?  That responsibility is not set out in the Bill.  We have all heard of unseaworthy ships being used by 
unscrupulous operators, which has caused serious environmental harm.  Hopefully, after the passage of this Bill, 
we will be able to prevent that.  Our major concern lies in how this will be effectively managed to avoid the 
disastrous results of oil spills.  Hopefully, the parliamentary secretary will give us more detail on this aspect.   

The Bill has provisions to ensure the effective prevention of pollution and, importantly, the ability of the State to 
recoup any relevant costs when such pollution occurs.  The public is sick and tired of having to pay for other 
people’s mistakes.  This Bill states quite clearly that the State can chase after these operators and recoup the 
costs of getting rid of the spills that they cause by whatever means, whether it be damage to the ships, having 
poor ships in our ports or irresponsible behaviour once those ships are in our ports.   

In conclusion, I reiterate that the Liberal Party will support the Ports and Marine Legislation Amendment Bill.  
This legislation puts in place a number of powers necessary for the port authorities to operate.  We hope the Bill 
will improve the activities and capabilities of the port authorities to provide effective prevention of pollution.  
The Opposition supports the Bill and hopes it can have a quick and easy passage through this place.   

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.31 am]:  From the perspective of the Greens (WA), this is 
an extremely important piece of legislation in many ways, and I will talk to some of the points in a minute.  I will 
start by addressing the issue of reporting provisions.  When all the port authorities were previously brought 
together under the Port Authorities Bill, my colleague Hon Giz Watson moved an amendment that was accepted.  
It required that management plans be developed and incorporated into strategic plans.  One of the problems is 
that there is no public knowledge of whether this happens.  All that currently exists is a requirement that the port 
authorities state within their annual report that they have indeed got an environmental management plan.  The 
problem is that we never know what the management plans are.  They are not made public because the strategic 
plan is not made public.  This has caused us a great deal of concern.  There is a view amongst the community 
that some of the port authorities are still in the process of completing their management plans.  I will quickly turn 
to the Dampier Port Authority’s annual report, which was tabled today, and read how it reports about its 
management plans, which is one of the nubs of the issue from the Greens’ perspective.  My understanding is that 
the authority has to at least report that it has done one, not what it is.  The annual report states -  

Section 51(1)(b) of the Port Authorities Act 1999 requires the Port Authority to have an environmental 
management plan for the Port.  The Port Authority has a current management plan and is constantly 
working to improve its performance in this area.   

That is all we will ever know about port authority management plans.  We probably cannot do anything within 
this piece of legislation because it would not be within the realms of its short title.  However, it continues to be a 
significant problem for knowing what the management plans are.   

During the briefing on this Bill we raised a number of issues.  The Greens want to get absolute clarification from 
the parliamentary secretary dealing with this legislation that it provides for port authorities to purchase land for 
use as a buffer zone.  The authorities usually obtain land under freehold title.  The issue is that this Bill enables 
the port authority to have third-party operations on its land - it is the purpose and the nature of this Bill to enable 
it to do so.  However, we could not find out whether freehold land that is purchased for the buffer zone can 
subsequently be leased for other purposes and not fulfil its original intent - this seems to be a grey area.  In 
Esperance, for example, certain areas are being bought outside the port authority to act as a buffer zone that will 
fall within the ambit of the port authority land.  Does the port authority then have the ability to sublease that 
land; and, if so, for what purposes, given that it is actually purchasing land for a buffer zone to create a distance 
between the authority and, in the Esperance case, the residential area?  If it is merely expansionist opportunism, 
we are greatly concerned.   

Another provision of concern is found in clause 7 under proposed new section 114A and states - 

Police officers and others may enter vessels and conduct examinations and enquiries 
(1) An authorised officer may at any time enter a vessel in a port and conduct any examination or 

enquiry that the authorised officer considers necessary to determine whether there has been 
compliance with this Act. 

(2) In this section - 

“authorised officer” means - 

(a) a police officer; or 
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(b) a member of staff of the port authority, or another person, authorised by the 
port authority for the purposes of this section. 

That provision seems to be fairly broad.  One wonders how people who might be authorised or might be just 
members of the port authority conduct themselves when entering a vessel for whatever purpose he or she 
determines.  I note that the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation has examined a number of these 
sorts of issues that have been brought within regulations and about which we have been considerably concerned.  
I am concerned that in this broad statement there seems to be nothing within the Ports and Marines Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2003 that articulates who these people might be and under what authority they will operate.  I 
will need significant clarification of how that might eventuate as we go through the Bill in Committee.  My 
understanding is that the power that currently exists within the Port Authorities Regulations 2001 has not been 
transferred to the Act.  It was one of those regulations about which the committee had significant concern.   

We have raised our concerns about the leasing of land.  An explanation may clarify some recent legal opinion 
about how currently leased lands of several different port authorities is being administered and the legal status of 
that land.  If I remember correctly, when the original Bill was considered last time and we dealt with the 
amalgamation of all these ports, it became obvious there were some serious problems, because the rules of the 
various port authorities were brought together to come up with a new Bill.  There was a fair amount of criticism 
of that Bill based on that matter.  It was confirmed that where commonwealth agents, such as customs and 
defence, had premises on port land, those premises were leased from the port authority at normal commercial 
rates.  We sought clarification because we wanted to make sure that the various port agencies were able to get 
recourse from the state and federal facilities that were on their land.   

The amendments to clause 6 will expand the functions of the port authorities - which are listed in section 30 of 
the Port Authorities Act - by allowing a port authority to use its fixed assets or profit, provided it does not affect 
the proper performance of its functions.  That puts beyond doubt the legality of existing leases.  The minister’s 
prior approval is required for the issue of any long-term leases of more than five years.  That requirement is 
stipulated in section 28(2) of the Port Authorities Act, with the five-year prescribed term appearing at clause 117 
of the Port Authorities Regulations.  The minister has the power to direct port authorities, under section 72 of the 
Port Authorities Act; and the minister, with the Treasurer’s concurrence, will place borrowing limits on port 
authorities pursuant to section 86 of that Act.  To a degree, that has all been clarified.   

I now refer to matters being deposited within port authorities’ land, because there was some reference to land-
based spillage.  I am advised that this is covered under regulations made pursuant to the Navigable Waters 
Regulations, which provide -  

(a) No person shall throw into or cause to be placed in any port or harbour or navigable waters any 
matter or thing except with the permission of the department. 

I suppose that still gives us some concern, because we know of many instances in which sulfur, prill, iron ore 
ingots or iron ore is being deposited into harbours and causing dredging problems for the port authorities, yet 
little action seems to be taken against those who are allowing this to happen.  Paragraph (b) of the regulations 
states -  

A person convicted of an offence under this regulation shall within 10 days after demand by the 
department remove or cause to be removed from the port or harbour or navigable waters the matter or 
thing thrown or placed therein. 

I am concerned that that does not seem to happen.  This regulation seems to capture instances such as the hosing 
of animal waste from ship-loading facilities or sheep trucks into ports or the discharge of sulfur and other 
materials during transfer.  Again, that is the answer we received from the department; it seems to cover those 
issues.  I am concerned that those things still continue to happen and the regulations are not being adhered to.  
This gives me an opportunity to identify that these practices are taking place and are not being dealt with.   

I will leave it there, until we get to the individual clauses, when I will be seeking significant advice on how the 
various clauses will work - and I take on board what Hon Alan Cadby has said - and be dealt with.  I will decide 
then, after hearing the explanations, whether we will need to move amendments. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [11.45 am]:  I wish to add a few remarks to those of my colleague, 
particularly on issues relating to ports within my region at Geraldton and Esperance.  My colleague mentioned 
the elements of the Bill that will ensure the status of leases retrospectively.  This was important for the port of 
Esperance because the original environmental plans that were released to the public for comment showed the 
reclaimed area in the port authority to be a certain size, and when it was built the actual size of that area was 
considerably larger.  That would lead to some issues about the status of that land.  The requirements for local 
input to environmental processes are limited to land that has been reclaimed from the ocean.  They are being 
used by some port authorities as a way of creating real estate.  Cynically, it might be real estate that does not 
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have to go through the same consultation process to gain approval.  Therefore, under the guise of shifting toxic 
silt and other things, such as building bund walls, port authorities now have the ability to create new real estate 
that can then be leased out for substantial amounts of money - to create new real estate, new industrial estates 
and new development nodes.  However, in the case of Esperance, does this indicate that there is a legal doubt as 
to whether the Esperance Port Authority has rights over these current leases?  Instead of retrospectively giving 
the authority rights to this land, should the Government not have taken some action earlier to prevent the 
authority from reclaiming more land than was indicated on the plan?  That is an important issue.  A number of 
constituents from my region have brought this to my attention.  I would like an answer about whether this clause 
is the Esperance clause and, if it is not, why this clause has been included.  If the Government is aware of this 
problem, what actions has it taken to make sure this kind of behaviour does not happen in the future?  People in a 
community can be asked to comment on a plan and the response will be, “Oh, that proclaimed area.  That is our 
mistake”, or, “What do you mean?  That is not different from what we said.”  In fact, local constituents can 
clearly point out that the information that was provided was different from what actually occurred.  That is one 
issue.   

My colleague mentioned management plans.  I asked a number of questions about the environmental 
management plan associated with the expansion of the port of Geraldton.  Duelling legal opinions have involved 
a considerable amount of controversy about whether not only environmental management plans and ministerial 
conditions are enforceable, but also the detail of those plans are enforceable.  The sort of response has been, “Oh, 
those requirements to monitor under that time frame.  You really meant us to implement it when we said we 
would implement it.”  It is important for the credibility of this project to know whether any of the management 
plans are enforceable and, if any are enforceable, which parts are enforceable.  It may be necessary for the 
Government to further clarify the matter.  It appears that the Geraldton Port Authority did not believe that its 
management plan was fully enforceable.   

There are the important processes of timing and implementation, setting up of committees, actions of 
committees, reporting back, taking actions that people said they would take when certain conditions prevailed, 
making sure people had the information and reporting the correct information at the time they said they would 
report it.  These processes are quite important for the credibility of such important issues as ports and port 
management so that the public can have some confidence in them.   

The front cover of the Esperance Port Authority annual report referred to the Australian port of the year.  
Perhaps the minister could advise me of what were the criteria, which body awards the Australian port of the 
year title and whether it takes into consideration the state of Esperance’s beaches.  Does it take into consideration 
the continual scouring and the fact that beaches are rubber bunds instead of sand, the importance of Esperance 
tourism and the lack of desire by the Esperance Port Authority, and perhaps, through it, the State Government, to 
make sure that the environment in Esperance does not continue to be damaged, and the lack of desire to even 
admit that the constructions associated with ports and breakwaters do cause scouring on the beaches? Any new 
breakwaters tend to have a scalloping effect on coastlines.  It is important that those responsible accept 
responsibility . 

During the year there has been an enormous amount of pressure on Esperance Port Authority and the 
Government to approve the Windarling mining proposal.  It appears that the previous Government appeared to 
make no effort to get a written guarantee from Portman Mining that it would deliver the years of production that 
it said it would deliver.  We suddenly found out that the company had high graded its exports in a way that it did 
not say it would do initially.  Suddenly it was running out of ore and demanding to have access to a lease in 
addition to those on the original proposals which the company would have lodged with the Stock Exchange. 

There is an issue with ports.  Part of the issue emanates from the fact that ports are operated in a corporate 
manner.  They are required to manage costs.  At times those costs can be shifted to the general taxpayer.  When 
there is seen to be the necessity to expand business, an enormous amount of pressure is exerted on taxpayers and 
Governments to assist in the expansion of the operations of the port and, in this case, the mining operations of 
Portman Mining, to give the port some means of paying back the cost of the extensive amount of infrastructure 
that has been covered by the taxpayer and the port authority.  In the case of the port of Geraldton, some very 
strange decisions were made, such as deciding to expand the port on the assumption that certain developments 
would take place, without having written guarantees in place.  In the case of Esperance, there was an enormous 
amount of pressure to get another mining tenement on line.  This had impacts on the endangered species in the 
area.  In the case of Geraldton, there was an enormous amount of pressure to overlook the damage that was being 
caused by dredging, on the basis that there was no complete guarantee that the Mt Gibson project would be fully 
on line.  We still do not know the exact details of what will or will not happen at Mt Gibson.  There is an argy-
bargy in the Geraldton media about what is or is not happening. 
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I am also concerned about the potential impacts on liability given the relatively recent experience in dredging.  I 
am concerned about how the wording of this legislation might be used if the port, when taking actions that are 
supposedly to remediate environmental problems, is not engaged in good environmental management.  I am 
concerned that so-called remediation measures for various commercial reasons might be exempted from liability.  
I would like some assurance that it will not be the case as a result of this legislation.   

I therefore have some concerns with the legislation.  I am concerned about a range of developments in the way in 
which ports are managed.  It has resulted in a kind of schizophrenia between a public entity and a private entity 
trying to make money, acting at times in a way that might be seen by the community to be quite arrogant and 
putting future environmental costs onto the community.  That may be the case with the scouring of beaches at 
the port of Esperance.  Those actions may take place for commercial reasons, which is okay, but if structural 
changes occur at a port, any cost involved as a result of the damage to beaches or potential pollution is part of the 
cost of developing the port.   

It cannot be assumed that all the benefits arising from the port will accrue to the local community.  Sometimes 
the benefits go to mining operations in towns such as Kalgoorlie.  The benefits do not necessarily stay with the 
communities that are being asked to shoulder the burden of remediating damage.  I have a range of concerns 
with profits going to other shires, other companies and private proponents; the port, the community or the 
taxpayer having to pay the cost of remediation or damage - in the case of Geraldton we do not yet know the 
extent of the long-term damage as a result of dredging; and the legal argy-bargy about whether the Geraldton 
port authority did the right thing.  I would like to know whether this Bill will make things better or whether we 
will find ourselves less able in the future to call port authorities to account if they are causing cost to the 
community and the environment and are not prepared to take responsibility for it. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [11.59 am]:  I thank members for their 
contributions.  I will try to address the concerns that members have raised.  Hon Alan Cadby and Hon Robin 
Chapple raised the issue of the definition of authorised persons in proposed section 114A.  People would need to 
be formally authorised by the port authority.  They would need to be specifically authorised as officers to enter 
vessels for such things as maritime safety purposes.  Marine safety staff may not be port authority staff.  Other 
people may have particular expertise in relation to the Bill.  Marine safety purposes would include the checking 
of cargo loads and that suitable safety watch processes were being undertaken.  The authority extends only to 
those matters that are covered by the Port Authorities Act.  In terms of the issues raised about that Act, that is the 
extent to which people could operate under it.   
Hon Robin Chapple:  The definition of “authorised officer” in the Bill is - 

(a) a police officer; or - 
One would assume that he would have specific powers - 

(b) a member of staff of the port authority, or another person . . .  
Will they have the powers of police officers?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  A police officer would have his normal powers, but if someone sought to enter a vessel 
as an authorised officer, he would have only the powers that are contained within this legislation.  From my 
personal experience - I am sure this will be of interest to you, Mr Deputy President (Hon Simon O’Brien) - 
customs officers had quite extensive powers of entry under the Customs Act, but one was allowed only to 
exercise those powers for the purpose of enforcing the Customs Act.  There were also internal regulations about 
how those powers could be exercised, even though the Act did not formally require a warrant.  I am not sure 
whether that is still the case, but it certainly was in the dim dark past when I was in customs. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  Will we be able to identify during the committee stage what those powers will be under 
proposed section 114A?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  They are the powers provided within the legislation.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  They are pretty broad.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  They are broad in terms of marine safety issues.  They deal with marine safety functions.  
They allow authorised officers to go on board a vessel and exercise the powers under that part of the legislation.  
The powers are broad, but they are about ensuring safety and that watches are conducted when required.  They 
give authorised officers the power to enter a vessel and conduct any examination or inquiry that they consider 
necessary to determine whether the legislation has been complied with.  The powers enable port authorities to 
check on such matters as the unlawful discharge of ballast water while a vessel is in the port, and safety 
requirements such as the need for a vessel to have a person on watch duty.  In the current climate, that is even 
more important.   
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The second question asked by Hon Alan Cadby was about the replacement of the word “dispose” with 
“disperse”.  That amendment is to correct the English used.  The correct term is the dispersion of oily liquids and 
not the disposal of solids.  That is the advice from parliamentary counsel on the correct term to use when dealing 
with materials such as oils.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  Does that include the disposal of any particular liquid?  Does dispersion include disposal?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The advice I have been given is that the amendment does not change this provision.  All 
it does is to improve the English used in the paragraph.  It is to correct the terminology when dealing with oils.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  Except that the end point must be to dispose of something.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I do not want to get into an explanation of why this is being done, because it is not my 
area of expertise, but one thing I do know about hydrocarbons is that dispersal is often the best means of dealing 
with them.  Dispersion can cause hydrocarbons to evaporate into the air.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  At some point skimming may take place.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I understand that that would still include the removal of it, so it would no longer be there.   

The member also asked who was responsible for the cost of spills.  The State pays the cost to the port within two 
weeks and then recovers costs from the shipper or its insurer.  I understand that the State is underwritten by the 
Commonwealth on those matters.   

Hon Giz Watson interjected.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will take the member’s word.  However, I suggest that the member should move to her 
seat if she is going to interject.  I appreciate the member’s assistance, and I will help her to be orderly.   

That covers the matters raised by Hon Alan Cadby, other than to remind the member that the Government has 
embarked on a significant capital works project of some $200 million across the ports in Western Australia.  The 
Government is making significant investments in those ports at the moment.   

In terms of the comments made by Hon Robin Chapple on environmental management plans, my understanding 
is that those plans are available from the port authority.  The port authorities are not required to table the plans.  
They form part of a port authority strategic plan.  That was previously -  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The parliamentary secretary is addressing the Chair.  He is not available for other 
business.  I do not expect other members to seek to interrupt him while he is doing that.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I take your point, Mr Deputy President.  I suggest to the member that if he has not 
spoken to the Leader of the House on the matters on which he was trying to get my attention, that may be a 
better way for him to proceed rather than to try to get my attention.  The strategic plan that the Parliament has 
previously accepted must be a confidential document owing to the commercial content of some parts of that 
strategic plan.   

I am more than happy to raise some of the member’s broader concerns with the minister and to draw them to her 
attention.   

The Act does not prohibit the use of freehold land for port works and facilities.  Obviously, when the Port 
Authority Bill was passed in 1999, the intention was to enable port authorities to be more commercial and not 
less commercial.  I understand that, following the provision of legal advice, questions were asked on the exact 
powers of this Act.  This Bill seeks to make sure that this matter is clarified and that there is no doubt about the 
capacity of port authorities to lease their land.  There will be a capacity for port authorities to sublease land 
purchased for a buffer zone between them and the community.  Even under the existing Act, port authorities are 
clearly not prohibited from using or leasing such land for port works and facilities.  A number of measures 
would prevent it from being used for inappropriate uses.  Firstly, the port authority would have to ensure that the 
use was compatible with being in the buffer zone.  Secondly, section 38 of the Act requires local government 
approval for anything other than port works or facilities.  Thirdly, the minister has the ability to direct the port 
authority on the appropriate use, if any, of that land.  The officers of the department provided the member with 
some e-mails that clarify those points.  As I said, any use would require local government approval for anything 
other than port works or facilities. 

Hon Robin Chapple and Hon Dee Margetts raised a number of issues concerning the operation of port authorities 
that are outside the scope of the Bill.  I understand their concerns and I will ensure they are passed to the minister 
who may give a more detailed response to the matters raised.  As I said, quite a few matters were raised that 
went beyond the scope of the Bill.  I think that pretty much covers the issues raised by Hon Robin Chapple and 
Hon Dee Margetts that are within the scope of the Bill. 
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Hon Alan Cadby:  I ask a quick question about clause 4 on navigational aids.  Who currently pays for the 
maintenance of those aids? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I cannot say off the top of my head; I would have to look through my notes.  At the end 
of my speech I will move that the committee stage be made an order of the day for the next sitting of the House 
and I will take that question on board and try to provide more detail.  I think I have pretty much covered all the 
matters that I wanted to cover that are within the scope of the Bill.  As I said, I will try to get more detail on 
some of the broader issues in relation to ports.  I commend the Bill to the House. 
Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 
 


