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FOREST PRODUCTS AMENDMENT BILL 2004 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 27 October. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [7.14 pm]:  Her Majesty’s State Opposition will support this 
legislation.  I understand that the Legislative Council passed the Bill with some amendments.  This proposition 
has been around for some time.  The key purpose of the Bill is to allow for plantation production contracts, 
including for the harvesting, management and sale of plantation forest products for terms greater than 10 years.  
The Bill will apply only to plantation timber and will have no impact on the native forest resource.  I understand 
from the minister’s second reading speech that the current yield for plantation timber is provided under three 
state agreement Acts.  Under those agreement Acts there is a commitment to supply an average of 890 000 cubic 
metres of timber a year, extending beyond the current forest management plan until at least 2032.  The 
conditions in those agreement Acts cover the Wespine Industries Pty Ltd sawmill at Dardanup, WESFI Ltd 
particle board, the medium density fibreboard plant and the Wesbeam laminated veneer lumber plant being 
constructed at Neerabup.  I understand that that plant has produced its first timber and that it will take timber 
from the Gnangara mound over about 20 years.  I recall taking part in the debate on that issue.  It is a shame we 
cannot get rid of the timber more quickly, but there would not be an ongoing industry if that occurred.  The 
present management plan for the hardware timber industry usually runs over 10 years.  Apart from the industries 
that operate under agreement Acts, industry needs the capacity to extend the period of agreements beyond 10 
years.  It is well known that it takes somewhere between seven and 12 years for blue gum plantations to be ready 
for woodchip production.  Another rotation occurs in addition to that to make sure the project is viable.  It is at 
least 20 years before most radiata pine plantations are millable.  I think the period is 25 or 30 years for pinaster.  
It is important that the State have the capacity, through the Forest Products Commission, to undertake contracts 
beyond 10 years.  

The legislation is fairly straightforward.  Important projects have been started in the south west; namely, Pinetec 
Ltd at Collie, and WA Green Power.  I understand Pinetec has the go ahead to build a new mill in the Collie 
region.  There was a requirement for supply contracts to go beyond the 10 years, as required under the 
Government’s native forest policy arrangement.  This legislation will enable the Forest Products Commission to 
enter into contracts with Pinetec and WA Green Power for up to 25 years.  That is sensible.  

In about 2000, when I was the minister responsible for forest products, I met with commonwealth ministers 
under the chairmanship of Hon Wilson Tuckey, the then Minister for Forestry and Conservation.  One of the 
propositions we put to him was that plantation timber should continue long enough to provide sawlogs, given 
that reductions were intended for both the karri and jarrah production cuts.  On the basis of the 30-year program, 
it was intended that people would buy and sell during that single rotation.  We therefore encouraged people to 
thin their plantations and leave a certain number of stems per hectare to grow into sawlogs.  That then required 
the venture to find another piece of land to replace the plantation that was there in the first place.  That project 
was prepared by the Department of Conservation and Land Management and the Forest Products Commission 
and was roundly supported by all the ministers who attended that commonwealth conference of forestry 
ministers.  I understand the project went to federal Treasury, but am unaware of what has happened to it since 
then.  It is certainly a worthwhile project, particularly for varieties such as Eucalyptus saligna, the Sydney blue 
gum with a pink timber that is able to compete on markets similar to that for karri.  Young karri, of course, is 
also a pink timber.  Other varieties could also be grown into sawlogs.  To do that now, if such a proposition were 
to occur, we would need to enter into contracts for at least 25 years.  Although the eastern States blue gum is 
suitable, other eucalypt varieties, such as Eucalyptus saligna, grandis, muelleriana and a number of others, 
would certainly be suitable for a contract to grow sawlogs.  It is a shame that Australian eucalypts are grown in 
far greater quantities in South Africa than they are in Western Australia.  I recall a large plantation of saligna in 
South Africa used for mine guides and mine struts when I was a minister four or five years ago.  I would 
appreciate it if the Parliamentary Secretary would make some investigations and give me some information on 
whether the Government intends to grow plantation timber into sawlogs.  I am not suggesting that for all 
plantations; obviously they are being grown for a specific purpose.  Tasmanian blue gum and Eucalyptus 
globulus are mainly grown for pulp timber and our western blue gum, which is a derivative of globulus, is used 
for that purpose. 

Basically the Bill is very simple; it allows the Forest Products Commission to enter into contracts for up to 25 
years and gives some flexibility to the Forest Products Commission and the plantation industry to increase their 
productivity and to ensure security of tenure for people who are prepared to invest money in the forest industry. 

Again in relation to plantations, I mention one of my concerns about management investment schemes that have 
emerged as a result of the federal Government’s tax policy.  Those schemes have certainly resulted in many 
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people investing in trees.  They are probably very good investments currently, but many management investment 
schemes are promising yields in excess of yields being harvested.  One need talk only to Great Southern 
Plantations, Timbercorp (WA) Pty Ltd and a number of other companies to find that is the case.  Prospectus 
schemes are indicating a certain yield per hectare that is not possible.  I will give a very simple case in point.  I 
recall that the previous Government turned around the sewerage scheme in Albany from going into King George 
Sound to going inland to a man-made lake and being used as irrigation on the tree plantation opposite the airport.  
Hon Kevin Prince, the former member for Albany, and I planted the first trees on that plantation, yet the 
prospectus-driven companies projected yields in excess of the yield that was actually achieved there.  It therefore 
beggars belief that a plantation that is irrigated will provide a lower yield than one that is not irrigated at all.  It 
may be that the Australian Securities and Investments Commission should take a good look at some of those 
plantation schemes. 

My other concern is that the Forest Products Commission and CALM should be cognisant of the proliferation of 
plantations.  There is no doubt that the first rotation in a plantation is very successful, as it takes the water either 
from a perch watertable or from surface water just below the ground.  The second rotation begins to take the 
water from well below the ground surface.  I believe that there are some serious environmental implications if 
trees are continually planted in the same spot. 

I have another concern with plantations, and I hope the bureaucrats in this place today are listening very 
carefully to this speech as I relate one of the reasons I am in this place today.  When the former Burke Labor 
Government created the Shannon National Park, it compensated the timber industry for the timber it lost.  
Although the local shire, of which I was a member, wanted the park to be created, it believed that the park 
should not take up the whole of the area set aside, but that the pristine areas - that is, the management priority 
areas - should be preserved as national park and the rest should be for multiple-use purposes.  I therefore found 
myself supporting blue-collar workers, who were usually good members of the Labor Party in those days.  To 
compensate for the volume of timber lost to the industry, the Burke Government started buying land in the shire 
of Manjimup for pine plantations.  I well remember meeting Bruce Beggs near Lake Muir.  He was a former 
member of CALM and then the Director-General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  Our concern 
was that only 14.6 per cent of the 7 000 square kilometres of the shire of Manjimup was alienated and only 
10 per cent of the total area of the shire was cleared.  We made a quick calculation of 110 000 hectares, which 
was a relatively small piece of land compared with the area of land that was covered by native forest.  Our 
proposal, therefore, was to stop the Government from embarking on that massive pine plantation on cleared land.  
At that time the Government proposed over time to plant 15 000 hectares.  There were very willing debates at 
that time with some very colourful language used and some interesting machinations by the people who attended 
those meetings.  The country vernacular was certainly used, and not sparingly at all.  Ultimately it was the birth 
of sharefarming by CALM.  At that time back in 1983 - more than 20 years ago - we as a local government 
designated an inaccurate horticultural zone.  Since then horticultural produce has grown right out as far as Lake 
Muir.  However, timber plantation companies are now flexing their muscles again.  Obviously a lot of people 
want to invest in plantation timber and we are now seeing reasonably good, viable agricultural and horticultural 
land being bought west of Manjimup.  Members might say that if the value of land is worth more with timber 
than with agriculture, farmers should have the right to use the land in whichever way they see fit.  There is a 
strong argument for that, and that is what I as a farmer would say as well.  However, we are considering 
planning for the whole district, which is one of the major horticultural producing areas of the State.  We should 
bear in mind that all of Spearwood and Coogee have gone and Baldivis is under threat.  In your electorate, 
Madam Deputy Speaker, the watertable is dropping at Carabooda and, of course, a major industry in your 
electorate is horticultural produce worth about $100 million.  Sooner or later, that will be built out, so where is 
there left to go?  Expansion on the coastal plain is limited because of the limitations of ground water in that area.  
On the Scott River plain, there is an issue with wetlands.  That leaves the Warren-Blackwood area, and the area 
around Denmark and Albany.  Already, the swamps where potatoes were grown at Lake Sadie have almost all 
been purchased by the Government.  There is an issue about planning for the long-term future of horticulture in 
Western Australia.  When I see plantation companies coming into my community and buying up large tracts of 
land, it rings alarm bells.  The Government and the local government need to work together.  Maybe there should 
be an exclusion zone for plantation timber, meaning that a farmer will not be allowed to develop a timber 
plantation on his property.  Farmers will not be very happy about that, but it is certainly an issue that needs to be 
addressed, and will be addressed when the Opposition is returned to government very shortly.  

I thought I would just expand the argument a little to give the Parliament and my constituents an idea of what I 
think about how the plantation industry has developed in Western Australia.  It no doubt has a big future.  We 
should have a target of building a pulp mill in the south west of Western Australia, rather than exporting the raw 
materials, which seems to be the wont of Western Australia, whether it be iron ore, bauxite or whatever.  We 
now export our pulpwood timber to other countries so they can add value to it and send it back to us at 10 times 
the price.  We must start thinking about these things and making sure that we provide for future generations with 
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some forward planning and a good hard look at where we intend to be.  With some incentives, there is real scope 
to expand plantation timber into the sawlog industry.  Maybe managed investment scheme incentives could be 
used to do that.  It would certainly ease the pressure on native forests.  The other issue with plantations is the 
ability conferred by this legislation to undertake contracts for in excess of 10 years, and probably for 25 years, 
although the Bill contains a limitation.  We need somebody to promote the sawlog plantation industry, and I am 
sure that a Bill to do that in this Parliament would receive the agreement of both Houses and pass very quickly.  
The Opposition supports this legislation and its speedy passage through both Houses of Parliament.  

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn - Parliamentary Secretary) [7.33 pm]:  I thank the member for Warren-
Blackwood for his support for the Bill, and for his remarks.  I do not agree with all of them, particularly the 
reference about how the member for Warren Blackwood will deal with planning for the future of the plantation 
industry in the south west when his party is shortly returned to government.  That may in fact be post 2012, but 
by that stage it will all have been fixed up.  I will deal with the issues raised by the member, particularly about 
sawlogs, but before doing that I will remind members what this Bill is all about.   

Effectively, this Bill gives the Forest Products Commission the power to manage and enter into contracts for the 
plantation industry.  As was set out in the second reading speech and as the member for Warren Blackwood 
pointed out a moment ago, the Forest Products Act 2000 as it exists does not give the Forest Products 
Commission the power to deal with plantation contracts and plantation timber arrangements.  It was limited in 
what it could do by the forest management plans, which were referred to in the Forest Products Act.  Those 
forest management plans dealt primarily with native forests, not with plantations, particularly the significant 
plantations that the member for Warren Blackwood indicated are being established now and will be established 
in the future in the south west.  This is a very simple Bill that effectively gives the Forest Products Commission 
the power to enter into contracts for the growing, harvesting and maintenance of plantations over time.  

I will take members through the various changes the Government is seeking to make, which were not dealt with 
specifically in the second reading speech.  Passing quickly over the short title, and clauses 1 to 3, which deal 
with the commencement and the Act amended, we see significant changes being made by clause 4, which 
amends section 10 of the Forest Products Act 2000.  That section comes under part 3 of the Act, which is headed 
“Functions of Commission”.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  We have been through all this.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  This was not dealt with in the second reading speech, so I will go through it now.  Section 
10(1) presently includes paragraphs (a) to (t).  Clause 4 of the Bill will add three further paragraphs to the 
subsection, being (u) (v) and (w), which specifically give powers to the Forest Products Commission to provide 
services relating to the establishment, management, harvesting and marketing of tree plantations; to provide 
equipment, facilities and systems associated with the performance of the functions referred to; and to promote 
and market the commission and its activities.  None of these powers is currently included in the Act.   

Clause 5 amends section 55 of the Act, which is in part 8, dealing with contracts for the management, harvesting 
and sale of forest products.  Section 55 includes the definitions used in this part.  Three definitions currently 
included are “production contract”, “relevant management plan” and “road contract”.  The definitions of 
“production contract” and “relevant management plan” refer to the forest management plan I mentioned earlier, 
dealing with native forests, which are normally covered by the Forest Products Act.  The Bill will add three 
further definitions that refer specifically to plantations.  The first definition is “plantation product”, which means 
a forest product from, or comprising, a plantation tree, and includes all or part of the tree.  The second definition, 
“plantation product contract”, specifically introduces the concept of plantations into the Act, and means a 
production contract for the management, harvesting or sale of plantation products, and no other forest products.  
The next definition is “plantation tree”.   

Clause 6 of the Bill deals with section 58.  Section 58 of the Forest Products Act 2000 refers to production 
contracts that are subject to a relevant management plan.  The Government proposes to insert a third subsection 
that will outline, once again, that this section, which applies to native products, does not apply to a plantation 
product contract.   

Clause 7 of the Forest Products Amendment Bill 2004 refers to proposed section 58A, which refers specifically 
to plantation product contracts.  The proposed section deals with the capacity that the Government will give the 
Forest Products Commission to deal with plantations covered by state forests and other lands controlled by the 
Crown, all of which are missing from the Forest Products Act 2000.  It exactly defines plantation management 
plans as opposed to forest management plans, which, as I said before, are specifically for the management of 
native forests.  Proposed section 58A will introduce the ability for and compulsion of the Forest Products 
Commission to set specific time lines on contracts, as was done under the existing forest management plan for 
native forests.  The Government is giving the Forest Products Commission the ability to enter into contracts for a 
maximum of 25 years.  Those powers do not exist in the current Act.  If plantation product contracts exceed 10 
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years - the concurrence of the Minister for the Environment is required for that - the Minister for Agriculture, 
Forestry and Fisheries has to present a copy of that contract to each House within 28 days.  The Bill provides 
openness and transparency for the purposes of the plantation contracts that are entered into over a longer period, 
particularly those over 10 years.   

Section 61 of the Act deals with contracts subject to the Forest Products Act and the Conservation and Land 
Management Act.  The Government is proposing two new subsections that, again, define what management 
plans will mean in the plantation industry.  Finally, the administrative function in section 69 of the Forest 
Products Act 2000 will be amended to pick up the new subsections referred to earlier in the Bill.   

Those are the changes that the Government is introducing to the Forest Products Act by way of the Forest 
Products Amendment Bill 2004.  They are relatively simple changes that will give the Forest Products 
Commission the power to deal with plantation contracts and to enter into longer-term contracts than the 10-year 
forest management plans to which it has been restricted.  As I said, those plans were primarily constructed for 
the purposes of drawing up contracts for the native timber industry.   

Finally, I will answer a question put to me by the member for Warren-Blackwood in my role as parliamentary 
secretary about investigating the plantation of timber for the purposes of sawlogs.  The member for Warren-
Blackwood asked whether the FPC was in the process of doing that.  The answer is yes.  The eucalypt sawlog 
plantations that are being put into place and the contracts that have been entered into by the Forest Products 
Commission go to between 400 and 500 hectares a year.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What species?   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  A eucalypt species for sawlogs, which may well be blue gum.   

With that, I have explained the changes proposed in the amendment Bill to the House quite clearly.  I commend 
the Bill to the House.   

Question put and passed.   

Bill read a second time.  

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading.   

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr F.M. Logan (Parliamentary Secretary), and passed.   
 


