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SHIPPING AND PILOTAGE AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 28 September. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [12.21 pm]:  The opposition supports this bill, which amends 
in a number of ways the Shipping and Pilotage Act 1967.  We had a discussion about the title of a bill the other 
day.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Yes.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  However, we have no objection to this title because this amending bill is neatly 
described by its title in that it amends matters related to shipping ports and pilotage.  To deal, firstly, with 
matters of pilotage, I refer to an agreement reached by participants in the Australian Transport Council in 1999, 
which gave rise to a document issued under the auspices of that council titled “Guidelines for Australian Marine 
Pilotage Standards”.  The first edition of it was published in January 2000.  The Australian Transport Council 
saw the need for uniformity across the nation of standards that marine pilots should meet before being appointed 
and in carrying out their duties.  I think the participants in the Australian Transport Council at the time 
contemplated the possibility of some uniform legislation on this matter.  However, these national guidelines were 
eventually produced.  I think that is quite a satisfactory way of addressing the matter because it enables the 
uniformity that assists the maritime industry, in this case, without causing the encroachment on state jurisdiction 
that is implicit in any form of uniform legislation agreement.  The bill provides substance to and implements 
those guidelines and the opposition supports the implementation of those guidelines.  I do not intend to canvass 
what is provided for any deeper than that given that, indeed, the Liberal Party in government was a party to the 
agreement and the initial release of the guidelines in 2000.   

I refer now to ports, the other matter addressed by the bill.  The first thing people need to understand is that a 
number of ports are established around Western Australia.  Eight of them are what we call port authority ports; 
namely, those in Esperance, Albany, Bunbury, Fremantle, Geraldton, Dampier, Port Hedland and Broome.  A 
number of other ports are not port authority ports but are marine and harbours ports, or departmental ports, 
which include Wyndham and Derby.  I am sure you would be keen for me to name them all, Mr Deputy 
President (Hon Ken Travers).  Many people are surprised to find that the port of Cape Lambert at Wickham, for 
example, is not a port authority port despite accommodating a massive cargo of iron ore tonnage.  For the 
purposes of this exercise, we could call a string of other ports around the state “departmental ports”.  A number 
of other places, such as fishing boat harbours and the like, are also under the control of the Department for 
Planning and Infrastructure.  We are not dealing with them in this bill; we are talking about departmental ports 
that are not simply mooring areas or fishing boat ports.  For the purposes of the exercise we can refer to them as 
pilotage ports; that is, they require pilotage.   

The bill contains a number of amendments to the Shipping and Pilotage Act 1967 to give substance to the 
government’s proposals.  Perhaps the most important provision is the creation of marine safety plans for these 
pilotage ports.  In part, that is because major pilotage ports, which are also port authorities, are required to follow 
marine safety plans.  However, occasionally there is a bit of conflict at some departmental ports about who runs 
the port or how the port will be run.  On one hand the department has responsibility for the port, but on the other 
hand there may be a single shipper whose operations dominate a particular port for shipping and pilotage 
purposes.  We must bear in mind that Western Australia is an exporting rather than importing state.  I have 
already mentioned the port at Cape Lambert, which is dominated by a single shipper in terms of tonnage, ship 
movements and so on.  There are other examples, too, of fairly remote places that are visited relatively 
infrequently by ships.  However, when that happens, they are usually big ships that export goods and which 
require pilotage.  That is important in the context of Western Australia’s economy; however, there is either a 
feast or a famine at some of those places.  Cape Cuvier is probably a good example of where I have boarded 
vessels in the past.  Cape Cuvier is a long way for a government officer to go to get some paperwork done, for 
example.  Nonetheless, these sorts of things must be done. 

Hon Ken Baston:  It’s good fishing though! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I did not get the chance to dangle a line.  However, I recall an occasion when a 
colleague by the name of Bruce Ralph had to board a Philippines-registered ship, I think it was, off Cuvier and 
became stranded out there.  A cyclone picked the wrong time to descend very quickly on the area and he was 
stuck on board that vessel for a week.  In accordance with the provisions of the federal Customs Act, the captain 
was required to provide him with a berth inside the cabin of the vessel together with suitable and sufficient 
victuals to sustain him; certainly that would have meant to at least the standard that was made available to the 
rest of the crew.  Bruce Ralph, I recall, was most disconcerted to find that he spent a week on that ship at sea, 
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without the ability to get off, on a diet of fish head soup and rice for seven days.  The moral of the story is if 
members are going to get stuck on a vessel offshore, they should get stuck on HMS Queen Mary rather than a 
salty from a flag-of-convenience port. 

However, I digress slightly from the bill.  The reason I gave that little homespun story was to give a sense of 
flavour - a poor choice of word; not the fish-head flavour - to those members who have not experienced the 
reality that WA has harbour-run ports in some very lonely and isolated areas at which it is not practical to 
position full-time harbourmasters; whereas Port Hedland Port Authority has a harbourmaster on site in a 
blooming great office, a big lookout tower and all the other things that such ports seem to have.  There might be 
no-one at all at some pilotage ports if there is no shipping.  Why would there be anyone at isolated ports if they 
are used infrequently?  It is not as though other things need to be done.  For example, in Fremantle, 101 other 
maritime operations are going on in addition to loading and unloading container ships, such as operations 
involved with visiting passenger ships, tuna boats, car carriers, livestock carriers and a range of other things.  
There may not be a harbourmaster located at isolated ports but harbourmasters might visit them on an occasional 
basis. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  What about our Garden Island defence places?  Are they under pilotage? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I do not believe that Garden Island is a part of the port of Fremantle. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  No, but I wonder how Garden Island gets on with visiting ships and submarines. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is probably outside the scope of the bill by about 300 miles or so!  It is an 
interesting question but one that we might consider on another day. 

I come back to pilotage ports, as they are more than enough to deal with.  A harbourmaster might not be 
available on site at a pilotage port not only when there is not much happening.  The harbourmaster has certain 
key functions to perform in a range of circumstances and may not be available at very material times.  I need not 
go into this in detail, but it is likely that the same officer could be appointed harbourmaster at more than one 
location around the coast, and these locations could be separated by hundreds of kilometres.  It is impossible for 
the harbourmaster to be in two places at once.  The bill proposes a new section in the Shipping and Pilotage Act 
for the appointment of a deputy harbourmaster and for his or her functions to be performed and to give direction 
that needs to be given in the absence of the harbourmaster.  All of this is very much to do with another proposed 
new section of the act that relates to marine safety plans.  The question arises, of course, in a non-port-authority 
port - or “pilotage port”, as I am calling it today - of who will be responsible for having a marine safety plan.  
For example, Cuvier needs one if there is a Panamax-size vessel loaded with salt.  If the vessel does not get away 
from the berth when a cyclone is coming, the harbourmaster could face a very difficult situation and would need 
a marine safety plan to deal with that emergency.  I have mentioned that there must be a harbourmaster and a 
deputy harbourmaster to give instructions when dealing with those emergencies.  However, a question arises 
about who would be responsible for creating the marine safety plan in the first place.  Is it the department itself, 
which, let us face it, owns and ostensibly runs the pilotage port, or is it the prime shipper, who in many cases and 
in real terms is the one that runs the port, even though it is not a port authority in its own right?  That is why this 
bill seeks to clarify the responsibilities for creating marine safety plans, which involve the main shippers and 
operators, and it will ensure that the plans are created. 

The bill makes a number of minor amendments to the act.  I do not intend to go through them one by one.  
However, I came across an interesting anomaly when reading this bill some little while ago.  It was drawn to my 
attention in the first instance when I referred to the principal act, which is the Shipping and Pilotage Act 1967.  
In that act, there is a single schedule, and that schedule, Hon Bruce Donaldson will be interested to know, 
prescribes the boundaries of ports of Western Australia.  That schedule derives its authority from section 10 of 
the principal act, which is about declaration of ports.  As I was going through the bill and marking up the 
changes to section 10 in my copy of the act, I saw that reference was made to the schedule.  Of course, section 
10 was created by that 1967 act, so I looked at the act.  In the schedule, I looked at the ports that were listed, and 
I thought that it did not seem right, because there are ports in the schedule that are not ports, as far as I know, in 
the context of section 10, and other places that are ports are not in the schedule.  Therefore, I looked to make 
sure that I had the most up-to-date reprint.  To give some examples, the schedule starts off by referring to the 
port of Augusta.  I do not know whether any members from the south west are familiar with the port of Augusta, 
but I do not think that a port of Augusta has been declared under section 10 for a long time.  The schedule refers 
next to Balla Balla.  I do not know whether Balla Balla is still officially a port, but I doubt it, because the last 
time I was there, in 1985, looking at it all silted up, the only evidence that it had ever been a port was the remains 
of the ribs of a few lighter barges sticking up from the mudflats where they have been buried for decades and 
slowly rotting away.  Balla Balla has not been a port for a long time.  When my uncle Irvine Shooter was at Balla 
Balla harbour as a lighter man in 1916 it was a port, and we discussed it before he died recently.  It is not a port 
now, yet it is shown in the schedule as a port. 
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Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Is Hamelin Bay in there also, because the wool used to be taken away from there, in 
Charlie’s harbour, as it was called? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hamelin Bay is not in the schedule, but “Maud Landing” is, as is a port of Perth, 
which I think might still be extant.  Anyway, I have made the point that the schedule is out of kilter.  Therefore, 
in referring to the existing section 10, we see the most curious provisions.  I am glad that Hon Ray Halligan is 
away on urgent parliamentary business, because he would be most concerned to see this Henry VIII clause.  
Section 10(1) states - 

Every port specified in the Schedule continues and is declared to be a port for the purposes of this Act 
and shall be - 

(a) known by the name; and 

(b) bound by the limits, 

specified in the Schedule in relation to that port. 

There we are; that is a provision in law.  However, section 10(2) states - 

The Governor may by proclamation - 

 (a) declare any place described in the proclamation to be a port, fishing boat harbour or mooring 
control area for the purposes of this Act; 

So much for the schedule.  Furthermore, the Governor may vary the boundaries of a place declared to be a port, 
or a port, fishing boat harbour or mooring control area, or even declare a port referred to to be no longer a port 
for the purposes of the act.  That is about as big and as obvious a Henry VIII clause as one could get, and that 
explains why the schedule to the act was completely useless to me when I was preparing for the debate on this 
bill - it is so far out of whack.  It is a good example of why, if such things are to be in legislation, they need to be 
amended by an amending bill; otherwise, we simply do not know where they are.  If the act states that these are 
the ports, people reading the act expect them to be the ports.  However, there have been umpteen proclamations, 
all properly given, under section 10(2) that have varied, created and deleted ports, so that the schedule is no 
longer a proper reflection of the situation, and it is pretty hard to find out which ones are which. 

In finding the problem, I also found the solution, because there is now an amendment to section 10.  In fact, 
section 10 will be repealed and replaced, and from here on regulations will prescribe ports, and regulations will 
also be used to vary the boundaries of those ports, delete them, rename them and all the rest of it.  In the 
opposition’s view, that is an appropriate use of regulations, bearing in mind that we are talking about pilotage 
ports, as I defined them in my opening remarks, and not port authorities, which are covered by quite separate 
legislation.  I thought members might be interested to note the passing of the current section 10 of the act and its 
replacement by other provisions, which, frankly, should have been in the legislation since 1967. 

With that brief discussion of some of the issues, I will conclude where I started, and that is by saying that the 
opposition supports this bill, which improves the structure of the machinery that covers these shipping and 
pilotage matters.  We support the creation of positions of assistant harbourmaster, the development of marine 
safety plans, the changes to the regulatory powers of the principal act that I have just discussed in detail and all 
the other minor matters that are also contained in this bill and are part and parcel of it, even though I will not 
discuss them in detail. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [12.47 pm]:  I am very pleased that the lead speaker for the 
opposition agrees with this bill, because it was actually put together in my days as minister. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  And a very good bill it is too! 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  It has taken quite some time to arrive in this place.  However, it is about the large 
non-port authority ports; that is, the shipping ports such as Derby, Wyndham, Barrow Island and Carnarvon.  
There are eight ports involved and 12 facilities - the bill covers some facilities within the ports.  Those people 
who are familiar with Carnarvon and other places in that area will know that several facilities come under the 
same jurisdiction.  It is very important to get these things right.  Indeed, marine safety plans must be put in place 
nowadays that are prepared by the safety officers and approved by the chief executive officer.  Incidentally, the 
department will monitor the plans, so they will certainly be in place to guarantee the safety of people, and 
address issues such as insurance, which nowadays has become predominant.  We have had debates about 
insurance when matters go slightly awry.  However, these ports have operated very safely for a long time.  They 
have pretty good safety records and, from my observation, do very well.  Another area of amendment relates to 
ministerial appointments of harbourmasters and deputy harbourmasters.  I understand that previously the 
Governor was involved in that.  However, it will now be a simpler process.  I must say that not many 
harbourmasters and people with similar qualifications can be found these days.  It is becoming very difficult to 
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find those people and have them available in the various ports, including the larger port authority ports, which 
nowadays in Western Australia convey a great deal of traffic.  The volume of product going through our ports 
has expanded substantially.  That adds to the traffic and to the requirement to get things right with regard to 
pilotage.  Pilots are also covered in this bill, and I understand they are to be handled through the department. 

As I said, we were dealing with these issues six years ago, so I am pleased that, finally, the bill has come to 
fruition here.  When it becomes law, I think it will be of assistance to the various ports around the state.  Quite a 
deal of concern has been created in the larger ports of Western Australia that are not covered by this bill where 
the port authority boards’ representatives, including the chairmen, come from Perth.  We do not want to see a lot 
of decision making taken away from the regions.  These ports are very important and some control needs to be 
based locally.  Dealing with the ports long range can become very messy.  It prevents immediate feedback from 
the local community and port area, so issues are not acted on immediately, as would happen if the chairman and 
board were based locally.  I hope local people will deal with these facilities because it is very relevant that they 
do. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [12.51 pm]:  I will make a few comments about the Shipping and 
Pilotage Amendment Bill 2006 on behalf of the Greens (WA).  This bill does a number of things, but principally 
it amends the 1967 act.  The act applies to non-port authority ports as well as designated fishing boat harbours 
and mooring control areas, as other speakers have noted.  The act empowers the government to appoint 
harbourmasters and pilots to the non-port authority ports.  Harbourmasters have significant powers to control the 
movement of vessels within a port and can order the scuttling of a vessel when there is a danger to public safety. 

As I understand it, part of the origin of this amendment bill was a discussion paper entitled “A Proposal for the 
Regulation of Marine Pilotage Operations in Department Ports”, which contains some interesting comments.  I 
think I am correct in saying that these changes are due at least in part to the discussion paper, which was 
published in December 2004 by the Department for Planning and Infrastructure.  The introduction to the 
discussion paper says on page 2 - 

Concern has been expressed by some sectors of the maritime industry about the safety of pilotage 
operations and arrangements at some non-port authority ports (those declared under the Shipping and 
Pilotage Act) in Western Australia and the inability of maritime legislation to properly regulate 
pilotage. 

It goes on to say that the current situation in WA is that - 
pilotage services are provided at ports regulated by the Department for Planning and Infrastructure by 
direct employment, contracting and sub contracting arrangements.  There is, at present, a lack of 
consistency in relation to the application of pilotage standards and incident reporting at the various 
ports. 
As examples, no common standards are applied by statute to assess the training capability, qualifying 
and performance of pilots, nor, unlike other States, is there a uniform system in place for collating and 
assessing safety data. 
This results in an inability to establish adequate performance measures and disseminate safety 
information in respect to pilotage in WA.  Furthermore, there is no provision for an independent review 
of safety matters except in the case of serious accidents. 

It then goes on to discuss on page 5 the reporting of incidents and investigations, and says -  
Under the proposed regime there will be a requirement to report any incidents involving vessels under 
pilotage to the Authority for evaluation and recording. 
Dependent upon the circumstances and the findings, the Authority may instigate an official 
investigation or refer the matter to an independent tribunal. 
In accordance with established practice a report of findings will be issued to all involved for comment 
before general release. 

On page 6, it states - 
To realise and maintain these objectives when applied to pilotage services it is essential that a Statewide 
uniform system be developed and introduced with the Authority assuming an independent regulatory 
and compliance monitoring role.  Such arrangements for pilots and pilotage include setting of standards, 
certification, investigation of incidents and associated matters. 

We welcome this bill because it seeks to address these issues of uniformity and qualifications for pilots across 
ports in WA.  It seems to make sense and it is somewhat surprising to me, as Hon Murray Criddle said, that it 
has taken us so long to do this.  I also noted in this discussion paper the need for a national approach.  On page 2, 
it says -  
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Australia, as signatory to the International Maritime Organisation (IMO), has long recognised the need 
to adopt the recommendations of IMO international codes and conventions in respect of marine safety 
matters including those relating to pilotage. 

In doing a little research on the current situation in the ports we are dealing with in this bill, I made some 
inquiries as to the safety records and incidents related to those ports.  I will share with the house some of the 
information that I received as a result of those inquiries.  I was aware of an incident - I am not sure how long ago 
it was - that I had a fair bit to do with in terms of the conservation response, in which a vessel was grounded near 
Useless Loop.  Members may be aware that the shipping there accesses the salt facility at Useless Loop.  The 
waters are very shallow and it is adjacent to the Shark Bay heritage area.  The part of the ocean that contains the 
port is a marine conservation area; in fact, it is a World Heritage List marine conservation area.  So there was a 
lot of interest at the time in the potential impact of the grounding of a vessel like that.  I do not know how much 
that incident related to pilotage or lack thereof, but obviously the risks associated with a large vessel grounding 
involve spillage of the cargo and also loss of oil and fuel.  As it turned out, it was not hard to refloat the vessel, 
but it brought to my mind that perhaps the requirements and scrutiny of pilots at non-government ports were not 
up to scratch.   

I asked some questions about these ports and communicated with Mr Jim Martin, who is the principal operations 
officer, ship operations and qualifications, of the Australian Maritime Safety Authority.  I asked through my 
research officer if he would provide some advice on marine safety incidents for the following ports that will be 
affected by the bill: Wyndham, Yampi Sound, Derby, Port Walcott, Varanus Island, Barrow Island, Onslow, 
Cape Cuvier and Useless Loop.  The response was as follows -  

For all of the ports listed, for the last five year period, AMSA has very few incidents recorded in our 
data base.  This doesn’t mean that incidents didn’t happen only that AMSA doesn’t have any details. 

Many of the vessels visiting these ports would not be operating under AMSA jurisdiction hence would 
have no obligation to report to AMSA.   

The Western Australian DPI and the regular users of the ports, such as the offshore oil and gas industry, 
should be able to provide more details on incidents that occurred in these ports.   

I believe that AMSA would have no problem providing summary of the incidents in its data base but 
would appreciate a request under FOI. 

I have not pursued that at this stage.  The response continues -  

FYI for the ports listed AMSA has a total of 16 incidents recorded.  Most incidents relate to equipment 
failure or injuries sustained to crew on board vessels. 

That information relates to the past five years.  That raised an interesting question for me.  The Australian 
Maritime Safety Authority plays a key role.  The information that is kept by AMSA does not mean that incidents 
have not occurred.  It simply means that AMSA does not have the details of any instances that have occurred. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Before we suspended for lunch I was discussing the record of safety incidents for various 
ports in Western Australia.  I indicated that the Australian Maritime Safety Authority has limited information - 
as far as I can ascertain - concerning ports that are not managed under the Port Authorities Act 1999.  Those are 
the ports we are dealing with in this bill. 
On 15 November I received a report on safety incidents, which was provided by the Department for Planning 
and Infrastructure.  It lists commercial shipping incidents for the period 1 July 2003 to 31 October 2006.  The 
information is in table form.  In a moment I will seek to table the document because I cannot do justice to it 
otherwise.  The table records a number of incidents that occurred between July 2003 and October 2006.  There 
were 12 incidents, of which six related to the ports that we are dealing with under this legislation.  It is 
interesting to note that the majority of the incident reports referred to collisions, groundings and close-quarters 
situations.  That sounds very unpleasant - or pleasant depending on how a person views it!  A number of the 
incidences - in fact, five of the 12 - occurred near the Onslow salt maritime export facility.  All five were 
collisions and in four out of those five cases there was a casualty.  I mention that as a way of providing 
information about what we know of safety incidents in non-government controlled port facilities.  Earlier I 
mentioned a grounding incident at Useless Loop, which occurred earlier than this reporting period and is 
therefore not recorded on the table.  At this point I seek leave to table the document. 
Leave granted.  [See paper 2280.] 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  One of the matters that the bill seeks to address is the fact that safety issues are less 
transparent with non-government controlled port facilities.  AMSA has stated that it is not aware of all incidents 
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that have occurred.  That is a significant matter.  Any incident involving shipping in shallow waters, which have 
to be navigated when a ship comes into port, has potentially significant implications for environmental damage.  
The issue of port safety and pilotage has a high level of interest in the community, particularly by people 
interested in protecting marine and near-shore environments. 
The effect of this bill is to introduce better administrative arrangements for the appointment of harbourmasters 
and pilots.  It also seeks to introduce a requirement for the development, maintenance and implementation of 
marine safety plans.  I will talk about those in a minute.  We accept that most of the amendments are sensible 
changes, and we support them.  However, I will argue that there are a couple of improvements that could be 
included whilst we are dealing with this bill.   
I will deal with the issue of marine safety plans for ports in detail.  The Port Authorities Act 1999 governs the 
control of government ports.  It sets out some quite clear requirements for port safety plans at section 114.  It 
states what a marine safety plan means etc.  When we are in committee, I will move an amendment to ensure that 
marine safety plans are available for public scrutiny.  I have referred to reported incidents involving shipping in 
non-government ports where there have been a number of collisions and groundings.  I argue that, because of the 
risks associated with vessels in ports and shallow waters, there is a strong public interest in understanding how 
effective marine safety plans are likely to be in protecting the marine environment.  When we debated the Port 
Authorities Bill in this place - 

Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Does the member remember that? 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Yes. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I was successful in moving an amendment to require all ports to have an environmental 
management plan.  That was seen to be a quite useful amendment to the bill.  After the bill became an act it 
transpired that when I subsequently asked for copies of the environmental management plan for each of the 
ports, I was told that environmental management plans were not public documents because they were part of the 
strategic plan for the ports.  The strategic plan was not made public; therefore, the environmental management 
plan was not made public.  If I had had more energy, I probably would have pursued it more strongly.  What I 
am suggesting for this bill is in a similar vein.  Plans and strategies that are supposedly in place to ensure safety 
and protection of the environment should be accessible to the public so that they can determine whether they are 
adequate.  It is a matter of accountability and transparency.  Therefore, when we go into committee on this bill, I 
will move an amendment that is in my name on the supplementary notice paper to achieve that end.  I have 
discovered, in conversation with the parliamentary secretary, that this amendment is unlikely to get the 
government’s support on the ground that this information should be kept secret, particularly from people such as 
terrorists.  We are beginning to move into realms that are questionable.  For example, when we trade-off 
accountability, transparency and the ability for the community to know about certain things because information 
might fall into the hands of terrorists, and we apply that sort of logic to our ports in this state, we tread in 
dangerous territory.  I will move an amendment to require that the marine safety plans be available at the office 
of the relevant port authority.  Under section 114 of the Port Authorities Act, the marine safety plan must be 
approved by the minister.   
I apologise to members for not getting the second amendment I will move in the committee stage onto the 
supplementary notice paper.  I will provide members with a copy of it.  It relates to clause 7 of the bill.  The 
amendment that I will move will amend this clause to include a penalty if the chief executive officer fails to 
comply with the directions given to him.  Proposed section 7B(8) should impose a penalty.  Currently there is not 
a penalty attaching to the CEO who fails to comply with directions.  Perhaps it is an oversight, but we will deal 
with it in committee.  The Greens (WA) are happy to support the second reading of this bill, but when we deal 
with the bill in committee, we will address the issue of better transparency and accountability.   

I seek clarification on whether new resources will be provided to the Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
so that it can perform the functions of providing and auditing marine safety plans for these additional ports.  If 
this bill passes, the Department for Planning and Infrastructure will have additional work to carry out.  I am 
interested to know what additional resources will be provided to allow it to do that work.  I note that the 
discussion paper from which I quoted earlier, which is the supporting document for the drafting of this bill, 
indicates that it will be a requirement to report any incidents involving vessels under pilotage to the authority for 
evaluation and recording.  This part of the discussion paper does not appear to have been translated into the bill.  
I am interested to know whether it is a deliberate omission or an oversight that should be corrected.  I repeat that 
the Greens support the bill. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Jon Ford (Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development).  
 


