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FOREST PRODUCTS AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 March. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): I give the call to Hon Dr Steve Thomas—sorry, Hon Steve Martin. 

HON STEVE MARTIN (Agricultural) [12.45 pm]: We are twins—the long and the short of it! It is Thursday, 
Madam Acting President. 

I rise to make a second reading contribution to the Forest Products Amendment Bill 2021. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Member, may I just check that you are the lead speaker? 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: I am the lead speaker, Acting President. I advise the government that we will not be 
opposing the bill. This bill has been introduced to amend the Forest Products Act 2000. It does a number of things. 
It expands the rights and functions of the Forest Products Commission—the agency that was created under part 2 
of the act that I just mentioned. As I said, it does a number of things that empower the commission to allow it, for 
example, to purchase land for the purpose of establishing plantations. I will definitely come back to clause 8, which 
relates to the purchase of land. Some interesting things have happened around that. The provisions in that clause 
will enable the commission to dispose of land and to trade in carbon assets associated with forest products, when 
those products are located on land either owned by the commission or other freehold land on which the commission 
holds rights. The bill does not empower the commission to deal with carbon associated with native forest products. 
It also makes further changes around various language in the bill. 

At this stage of my speech, I should mention that I have not necessarily a conflict of interest but certainly a vested 
interest in the legislation, given my family farm in Wickepin. We have several small plots of pines and blue gums, 
some experimental, some to suck up moisture. They have been in the ground for 20 or 30 years. We have some very 
minor experience in this sector. The FPC was originally involved in the planting and set-up of those small plantations. 
I digress with a quick story about the early days of those plantations. When they were put in 25 or 30 years ago, 
the small trees were popular with people looking for a very cheap Christmas tree. They were planted on the main 
road. There was a five-metre jump over the pipeline to get to the trees. On a Sunday afternoon, my father was 
playing tennis when he got a call from a neighbour saying, “I’ve just spotted four guys in a ute parked outside the 
pine plantation with a chainsaw.” Being a good honest citizen, he rang the local constabulary. When he was on the 
phone, the ute shot past, heading west towards the town of Wickepin. He rang the local coppers and said, “We need 
a roadblock to get hold of these pine tree thieves.” They were subsequently apprehended, Christmas trees in hand. 
We have been involved in the pine business for some time. 
I would like to mention some of the contributions made in the other place and the Minister for Forestry’s second 
reading speech around some of the things that the bill contains and some of the reasons for its coming into being. 
I should mention to the Minister for Regional Development that I imagine there will be a small Committee of the 
Whole process. There are only 10 clauses in the bill, but we will be investigating the impact of some of those clauses 
during a brief committee process. 
The Minister for Forestry, Hon Dave Kelly, spoke about a number of things in his contribution to the bill in the 
other place. The bill will enable the FPC to purchase land with the intent of planting plantation pines.  
Obviously, concerns exist about whether the FPC will purchase land outright or through a mixture of sharefarming 
and outright purchases. It appears from the minister’s comments that it will be entirely freehold land purchases. 
I will go into greater detail about what that might mean, but there are clearly some issues around that very valuable, 
high rainfall, most productive part of Western Australia and a large government fund coming into that patch and 
purchasing freehold land. I am interested in why the government and the FPC are veering away from the sharefarming 
model. I do not entirely agree with some of the reasons the minister has given for this. Minister Kelly stated — 

… but the government buying land is to ensure very much that in 20 years’ time, when the first crop of 
trees is cut down, that, for example, the private landowner does not decide, “I want to do something else 
with my land. 

The minister also said — 

… the intention of the government is to buy land so that trees can be planted so that we get not only one 
rotation for that money but can continue to plant rotation after rotation because we own the land. 

I will further tease out the $350 million investment that has been mentioned. The minister continued — 

We all know … that pines need to be planted in areas where there is sufficient rainfall and it is economically 
viable as far as the location of transport hubs, mills and the like … We will not be going out and buying 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 24 March 2022] 

 p1374b-1395a 
Hon Steve Martin; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Dr Brad Pettitt; Hon Alannah MacTiernan 

 [2] 

up premium agricultural land … because the price for which that land would be sold makes it unviable 
for plantation timber. 

The minister has made some interesting conclusions about the value of land and whether the FPC can find the 
33 000 hectares of land in that high rainfall part of Western Australia that the government has spoken about. 
I will quickly refer to other comments made by members in the other place. Every speaker spoke about the impact 
of climate change and the good work that this bill and planting pines will do to address that problem. That was on 
top of everyone’s list of issues, which is fair enough. Nobody mentioned the impact of stopping logging and how that 
will impact climate change. As we know, an old-growth forest has almost zero-sum gain carbon emissions. Managed 
forests, which are harvested and regrown, have a positive impact on net carbon emissions for the state. 
I read some interesting comments around a part of the bill that allows the Forest Products Commission to trade in 
carbon. The member for Mirrabooka stated — 

It will help the state to enter the lucrative carbon offsets market, generating revenue and future carbon 
industry jobs for Western Australia. 

It is interesting that the state wants to be involved in a lucrative market. If it is a lucrative market like iron ore, 
wheat or crayfish, private enterprise would usually find a home. I thought that was an interesting aspiration for the 
government to use taxpayers’ money to get involved in a lucrative market. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You do appreciate that there is not enough pine being grown to satisfy need, so someone 
has to do it? 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: Absolutely; but that is a different issue. If it is a lucrative market, surely private enterprise 
would fill that gap and take advantage of that situation? 
I cannot help myself! The member for Kalamunda contributed to the debate and he went on at length about climate 
change, which is fine, but he talked about a report that was published by the Australian Institute in 2020 and pointed 
to the fact that the logging industry was being kept afloat by numerous government grants. I am guessing that he 
was not in favour of that, but in the same breath he talked about a $350 million government grant for another part 
of the forestry sector, which did not seem to bother him. He thought that was okay if it was “renewable and sustainable 
timber”. The loggers in the south west of the state would argue that although the harvest has been reduced, the 
small percentage of the state forest that was being harvested was indeed renewable and sustainable. That is the very 
nature of timber and it is not species dependent; sustainability does not discriminate and whether it is pine, jarrah 
or marri, it keeps growing! 

The member for Kalamunda then talked about the Forest Products Commission. Since I have been in this job, I have 
met members of the FPC, which has some fine people. The Acting President (Hon Jackie Jarvis) has had a recent 
and close relationship with the FPC, so we know that some good people are involved. However, the member for 
Kalamunda believes, in his mind, that the government has been propping up the hardwood sector. He stated — 

… in the way that the books of the Forest Products Commission have been, can I say, massaged, to a certain 
extent … native forestry is not profitable and no longer essential … 

I will come back to his extraordinary claim from a member of the government about the FPC massaging its books. 
He stated that native forestry is not profitable. We know what happens to private businesses that are not profitable—
they go broke, and usually quite quickly! I will break the news to the sawmillers in the south west and the trucking 
operators and contractors who back up that hardwood sector that they are not profitable and they are clearly running 
at a loss according to the member for Kalamunda. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That is not true. He was obviously talking about the businesses that receive the supply. 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: They are involved in the industry. He said that native forestry is not profitable. As I said, 
I will break the news to them. 

The minister also stated that the bill would enable investment in the sector and bring confidence to the industry 
and attract other players into the market. I would like to tease out in the Committee of the Whole whether any 
modelling has been done to suggest who those other players might be. I think the industry will look with some 
cynicism at that minister talking about attracting other players to the industry and bringing confidence to the industry 
when we think back to some of his more recent efforts. I have some quotes that keep on keeping on! In a debate on 
11 March 2020, the minister stated — 

Parkside has come to Western Australia and made significant investments because it had confidence that 
this government supports the ongoing native forest industry … to say that we are undermining confidence 
is simply not true. 
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In December 2019, Minister Kelly is quoted as referring to the largest native forest industry private investment 
consolidation and restructure in 15 years that will secure hundreds of direct and indirect jobs in the industry. He 
welcomed Parkside’s commitment to creating high-value timber products from smaller, younger regrowth trees. He 
said that the native forestry sector was an important employer and economic contributor that supplies our community 
with sustainable, renewable building materials and other timber products. The minister is talking about engendering 
confidence in an industry, and he is at it again! He is saying, “Trust me. Trust me. We will support this industry.” 
If I were an investor looking at investing in the softwood sector, for example, I would have some doubt about taking 
this minister at his word, because Minister Kelly’s remarks were followed a short time later by completely shutting 
down that sector of the industry. I want to tease that out further later. 

I will come back to the issue of buying farmland, which has some real impact. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: I will return to my remarks. Just before we stopped for lunch, I was discussing the land 
purchases that this bill will enable the FPC to do to plant the tens of thousands of hectares for which the government 
has put aside $350 million. We heard from Minister Kelly in the other place that the government’s intention is 
clearly to buy the land that has sufficient rainfall and is close enough to important infrastructure, such as transport 
hubs, mills and so on, which is absolutely correct. He said that it will not be going out and buying premium 
agricultural land. 

The obvious question is: is there sufficient wasteland or available crown land? I assume that work has been done, 
because it is a significant amount of land in a tightly held patch, and that belt with 600 millilitres of rainfall, as we 
are all aware, is getting significantly smaller. Rainfall in that part of the state has been impacted the most in the 
last 30 years, and I am keen to see where the department can find that land. While we are discussing what prime 
agricultural land is, of course, that changes over time and we have no idea what future land use might look like. 
We know that that part of Western Australia has the highest rainfall and the soil type and so on does not really 
matter if — 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Are you sure? Have you looked at the rainfall in the north Kimberley? 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: Apologies; I have not, but it is often quoted that the south west corner is the most affected part 
of Western Australia and the tip of the south west corner is again the most impacted part of that part. My apologies. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You were saying the highest rainfall level. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: Indeed. Agricultural land might be the proviso in that discussion. Getting back to what 
prime agricultural land looks like, it changes over time. As I said, we do not quite know what future land use will 
look like, so it would be brave to make that prediction. I will just give a couple of examples. For example, the very 
profitable and productive Esperance grain belt is now a significant grain producer in the state but not that many 
decades ago, before the advent of no-till cropping and widespread fertiliser use, it was grazing country, and when 
the wool price collapsed three or four decades ago, that land was almost worthless. Now it is some of the highest 
yielding cropping land in the entire state. The land around Frankland and east of Bridgetown, again, as recently as 
15 years ago, was grazing country; now they are growing three-tonne canola crops and six tonnes of barley. That 
land use has changed. What we might not call prime agricultural land can become agricultural land over time. We 
are blessed in this country to produce more food than we need, but that is rare in the world. There are not many food 
exporters and there are a lot of hungry mouths, so to tie up what may be prime agricultural land in the future is 
a significant issue. 
The other concern about purchasing land, prime or not, is that it is a marketplace and we will be competing against 
people involved in agriculture. Whether they are grazing livestock, growing crops, planting avocados or doing 
other things, there is a market in place, and this will add a significant player that everybody knows has a $350 million 
bank balance to spend. I am keen to hear what the minister has to say about what the process — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It’s somewhat less than what some of the billionaires have. 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: Indeed. We will add another $350 million to that south west land market in coming years, 
and everybody knows that. I am keen to hear from the Minister for Regional Development, on behalf of the Minister 
for Forestry, what the plan is for that purchasing process. We have heard that the government does not want to 
venture any further down the sharecropping path. It will be purchased outright. Are we talking about small blocks 
of land that will not be contiguous or large parcels of land that would make it easier to do significant works and 
maintain with fire maintenance and so on? Again, I hope we get an outline from the minister of the plan regarding 
the purchase of those blocks of land. In fact, have any been purchased for this year? We might get an interesting 
response from the minister. In effect, we will be competing against farmers, so we will have a taxpaying farmer 
competing against the government, probably using some of their taxes to buy the next-door neighbour’s property. 
I can understand why there might be concerns. 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: There is lots of competition and we are adding another level to that, minister, indeed. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You are not keen on there being good prices available for agricultural land. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I am very keen on that indeed. I am suggesting that it is unusual that a state government 
entity with $350 million would be out there purchasing farmland. It is unusual. I will move on to the entity that will 
be charged with managing most of the impact of this bill, and that is the Forest Products Commission. This legislation 
will give it more significant powers than it has now and, as I said, the ability to purchase land and trade in carbon 
and so on. I think it is appropriate that we look at how the organisation is travelling. Sadly, if we talk to the forestry 
sector, it is rare at the moment to hear too many positive comments about the performance of the Forest Products 
Commission. I am absolutely certain that there are good people doing some work in the commission, but industry 
has great concerns about the performance of that body. We do not have to look further than the Forest Products 
Commission annual report 2020–2021 to discover that. Bear in mind this is at a time when the market for forest 
products is red hot. The housing market and the market for the things that are produced in our forests and plantations 
is going through some sort of a boom, yet the Forest Products Commission is in serious decline, according to its 
own report. The value of its asset has gone down. It is selling less. That seems to be extraordinary in the time that we 
are experiencing at the moment. We could make a case that the FPC is underperforming. 
I will just quote a few statistics and figures from the report. I will start off with the commission’s financial performance. 
As we refer back to the honourable member for Kalamunda, these massaged figures show, according to the FPC, 
an operating profit result of $0.06 million and the FPC invested $5.2 million in the state’s softwood estate. I will refer 
to those figures again. The industry gossip, if you like, is that in this financial year, the Forest Products Commission 
will need a cash injection—I imagine from Treasury—to avoid making a loss. Although the report refers to 
$5.2 million for building a state softwood estate, further on at page 33 of the report, it refers to a figure of $4 million. 
Unless I am misreading this, even the FPC does not quite know how much it is harvesting in the softwood estate. 
Another area of concern in the FPC report is some of its key performance indicators. On the effectiveness of forest 
regeneration, the target for jarrah is to have 90 per cent of areas cut over for regeneration completed in 30 months. 
The actual result was 47 per cent—that is less than half the target. For sandalwood, the target was to establish an 
annual cumulative coverage of 50 000 seedlings, but the actual was 39 000. On the achievement of thinning schedules—
that is hard to say after lunch—the target for karri was to have 1 230 hectares per annum of first thinning, but 
637 hectares was achieved, which is about half. The target for the thinning schedule for softwood plantations was 
to have 95 per cent thinned within guidelines, but the actual result was 75 per cent. It is hardly an organisation 
humming along at the top of its game. 
The management of native forest fuel loads adjacent to priority plantations is really important. I would think it 
would do an outstanding job of making sure that those fire loads adjacent to pine plantations—the vital resources 
that we are about to invest even more money in—were managed. The target was 60 per cent, but the actual was 
47 per cent. The target for achieving the first and second rotations of softwood planting was 2 714 hectares, but 
2 177 was actually achieved, which is a bit better than two-thirds. Over and again, the KPIs have not been met. 
Following jarrah harvesting, prescribed burning, which is essential for reducing fire loads, is carried out by the 
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions. The target is 90 per cent, but in 2017, the result was 
62 per cent; in 2018, it was 60 per cent; in 2019, it was 42 per cent; and in 2020, it was 58 per cent. On the achievement 
of thinning schedules over time, in 2016, it was less than half; in 2017, it was slightly more than half; in 2018, it was 
about half; in 2019, which was a good year, it was only a couple of hundred hectares shy of the 1 230 required; and 
in 2020, it was back to about half. There has to be a serious look at the operations of the Forest Products Commission, 
especially considering the extra work it is about to receive. 
Another target is for 95 per cent of softwood plantations to be thinned within guidelines, but in 2017–18, the result 
was 72 per cent; in 2018–19, it was 73 per cent; in 2019–20, it was 74 per cent; and in 2020–21, it was 75 per cent. 
We have talked about the management of native forest fuel loads adjacent to pine plantations for this year. The target 
is 60 per cent. In 2017–18, the actual result was 24 per cent; in 2018–19, it was 32 per cent; in 2019–20, it was 
45 per cent; and last year, it was 47 per cent. This organisation obviously needs a review if it is about to take on the 
task of managing the expanding pine plantation. It will also be managing more of the forest that the foresters used 
to manage, so it has some work ahead of it. 
While I am talking about the Forest Products Commission and the impact that this bill will have on it, I would like 
to mention clause 8. The explanatory memorandum outlines the impact of clause 8 and states — 

Clause 8 of the Bill inserts section 13A into the FP Act. This section serves to validate the Commission’s 
previous purchase of freehold land, prior to Cabinet approval of the Bill. 

That sounds simple enough. In effect, the Forest Products Commission has not been able to purchase land prior to this 
bill, but it quite clearly has been purchasing land—not much, but it has been purchasing some. An example of this in 
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the south of the state in the Shire of Cranbrook some years ago has been brought to my attention, and I will give 
members some detail and history of it. The Shire of Cranbrook wrote to me about an attempt by the Forest Products 
Commission to purchase land. In May 2019, it sought to extend an existing pine plantation on lot 1 Bunnings Log Road, 
Frankland River, with the intention of purchasing the property conditional on council approval. The council knocked it 
back. It spoke to its community, seeking some feedback. The shire was of the view that this was against the state planning 
framework to protect productive agricultural land. It put the motion out for public comment and the community was 
overwhelmingly against the FPC purchasing the land. The FPC then stated that it would challenge the council’s decision 
and the matter was moved to the State Administrative Tribunal and a SAT notice was issued in July 2019.  
I will read from a recent letter I received from the Shire of Cranbrook. It states — 

In May 2019 the Forest Products Commission brought an agenda item to the Shire of Cranbrook’s Council 
meeting seeking to extend an existing pine plantation … with the intention of purchasing the property 
conditional on the Council’s approval. At the time, Council were of the view that the plantation extension 
was not consistent with the state planning framework’s … 
In June 2019 the Council Meeting returned to the original FPC application and — 

Someone from the FPC — 
… advised that FPC was moving to a land purchase system rather than share farming agreements. The 
Council Meeting decided to listen to its community and moved not to approve the application lodged by FPC. 

I will go on. This is directly from the council — 
Ignorant of the fact that Forest Products Commission were not yet legally able to purchase land, we 
continued to incur legal costs being $33943, with McLeods Barristers and Solicitors and $13,756 with 
Allerding & Associates before eventually conceding the matter without defending it. If we had been aware 
that FPC had no authority to purchase the land, we would have continued to reflect the opinion of the 
community and defended the matter in the State Administrative Tribunal. 

At the very least, I believe that the Shire of Cranbrook should have its legal fees handed back because it was taken 
to SAT by a body that apparently did not have the legal authority to purchase the land. Now we are apparently going 
to remedy that through clause 8 of this bill. In the second reading speech, the Minister for Regional Development 
talked about some purchases that had been made previously. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: It was attempting to purchase the land. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: But what was not being contested in SAT was whether or not it owned the land. It 
was what was the appropriate planning for that land. Is that right? 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I am not entirely sure. I think the point is that if the Shire of Cranbrook had been aware 
that the FPC could not purchase the land, it would have continued the matter. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That would not have been relevant, because it was a planning issue that was being 
contested. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I would have hoped that a lawyer would have cast an eye over it, as has obviously happened 
recently, because the bill will validate previous purchases. I will find the comment from the Minister for Regional 
Development. She said — 

Notably, clause 8 of the bill will insert a new section 13A into the Forest Products Act, which will serve 
to validate a small number of land purchases and which the FPC had previously made in good faith. 

That is interesting. It is quite obvious that the FPC did not have the legal authority to do so. I hope we can tease that 
out a little further and find out where else it has purchased land in good faith without the legal authority to do so.  
I will move to my final remarks on this and take a broader look at the forestry sector. The decision to spend 
$350 million on softwood plantations and change some of the ways the Forest Products Commission can act has 
not been made in a vacuum. The announcement was made on the same day as the Premier and various ministers shut 
down the hardwood logging sector. That has had an enormous impact, particularly in the south west of the state, and 
all over Western Australia. The flow-on effect of that will be enormous. Small businesses in the suburbs, furniture 
manufacturers in Osborne Park that I visited recently, will be affected, as will businesses in the wheatbelt such as 
Mortlock Timber in Cunderdin, sawmillers in the south west, trucking contractors and logging operators. The effect 
will be enormous on this very strong sector. I was in Manjimup two or three weeks ago and the feeling at the moment 
is still one of disbelief. Lifetime and multigenerational foresters cannot believe that the government has shut down 
what until recently the government told them was a sustainable industry. They know it is a sustainable industry. They 
have been involved for generations. I attended a meeting recently at which 15 to 20 small businesses gathered. 
They spent an hour and a half telling us their stories and the impact that decision is having on them. It was the 
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toughest hour and a half I have spent in this job. There were several grown men in tears over the impact this is 
having. They are faced with losing their businesses and sacking friends and family with whom they have worked 
for decades. There was a gentleman there who in 2001 when the decision was made by the Gallop government on 
old-growth forests did not take the package. He said, “No, no—it’ll hurt but we’ll keep going. It has been clear 
what the government wants. It has told us what the future is. We can adapt.” He did not take the package that was on 
offer. Looking at the package his family has been presented with now, which is in draft form—we hope there is 
some room to change that—they are looking at losing their father’s house, who made that decision in 2001 not to 
take the original package. They feel horribly let down by what is happening. 
Redmond Sawmill, a business close to Albany, has invested $10 million to $12 million in the past six or seven years. 
It has expanded and employed people. On a rough look at what the business package now means, it might get 
a hundred grand, which is extraordinary. The impacts of this are still rolling out. It was described to me and those 
at the meeting by at least a couple of people as like the stages of grief and where they are along that continuum. 
Some of them were still angry—quite clearly, some of them are very angry. Some of them are in shock. A couple 
are in denial. I think almost all of them have got past the initial shock that, “It’s okay; it won’t really happen. They 
couldn’t possibly do that to us.” Almost all of them are past that stage but there are some people hurting in that part 
of the world, given what is confronting them. They are in for some very tough times. It is a pretty resilient community. 
Members from that region will know that Manjimup and Nannup and so on will get through this, but please do not 
discount the enormous impact it has had on those communities—and to be told by the government that this is 
a sustainable industry. 
The Forest Products Commission’s annual report says right at the front that it is doing a great job in the sustainable 
sector. If one were a businessperson, one would read that as having spent and invested some money, employed 
people and looked after the local community. Those communities feel let down. 
I will mention a couple of issues to the minister that we might discuss in Committee of the Whole. It was raised in 
the other place that in the briefing we received from the department was some doubt that the FPC had to pay rates 
on the land it will purchase. I think the response from the department was that it does not have to, but it will. I think 
that is unusual if that is the case, and I ask the minister to check that. Another matter to discuss in committee is 
that the $350 million was for at least 33 000 hectares. By my rough maths, that does not seem anywhere near enough 
money for that area of land. As members would know, agricultural land has seen a sharp rise in value in the past 
couple of years. I would like to know the budgeted figure and whether the government thinks that $350 million 
will get the job done. 
I refer also to some of the modelling. The government talks about the carbon credits in 25 years. What percentage 
of those pines that are planted now would expect to get through to 25 years? I believe it cannot be claimed until it 
has been in the ground for 25 years. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You can claim it before, but you have got to undertake — 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: To give it back—yes; okay. 
Broadly, the opposition supports the planting of pines for the softwood sector, but a number of issues need some 
work if this is to be successful, particularly around the Forest Products Commission. That is the body that will 
oversee this growth and increase in the hectares of the softwood plantation. It is not travelling well. Its own report 
sums that up and spells it out for us. If that is what it is willing to provide to the public, I wonder about morale in 
the organisation and how it is travelling on the ground. Anecdotally from the industry, there are not too many good 
FPC stories out there. That will need to be addressed if the government is to roll out this program as well and as 
successfully as we hope. I know others wish to make a contribution, so I conclude my remarks. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [2.27 pm]: I am very much looking 
forward to making a contribution to the Forest Products Amendment Bill 2021. It would be nice to simply talk 
about the present and the future, and I will come to those in the fullness of time. However, given the government’s 
leadership this morning in going back over history, I think that raises an enormous opportunity to do precisely that 
in this bill. I will take this opportunity to discuss how we got here and the situation in which we find ourselves. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You will be enormously embarrassed going back over your Barnett government. If 
you had any decency, you’d be enormously embarrassed. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Let us go back. I am happy to go back over a little bit of history. I think that will be 
quite good. After the embarrassment of the government’s performance this morning, I think we might just continue 
that along the way. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You know what was embarrassing for you? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It was the embarrassment of the government’s performance this morning. The outrage 
that the opposition might debate an issue around restrictions and emergency services. The outrage that we would 
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do it today. The outrage that we should raise it. What did the Premier do? He walked out today and made an 
announcement on it. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Members, we are dealing with the Forest Products Amendment Bill 2021. 
Could we please return to that; thank you. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, Acting President. I will do my best not to be distracted by various rantings 
that obviously are disconnected to what has happened this afternoon. We will come to that one at some other date, 
as you guide us, Acting President. 
Let us go to the current debate, because I will have more than enough opportunities going forward to point out the 
hypocrisy of the government on that one. Let us concentrate on the hypocrisy of the government in this debate. 
I think that should be sufficient for me to occupy some time. 
The bill before the house, the Forest Products Amendment Bill, stems from the government’s announcement on 
8 September 2021 of which I have the joint media release of the Premier, the Minister for Health and the Minister 
for Forestry. On previous occasions of debate, I have suggested that the Minister for Forestry’s performance 
was only the second-worst performance in the government and in fact the Attorney General had the gold medal 
and top position on the podium. But I think the positions have flipped; the Attorney General was rising compared 
with the Minister for Forestry, who will probably be one of those ministers famous in the annals of history of 
Western Australia as the minister who destroyed the industry for which he had ministerial responsibility. That does not 
happen too often; unless there was a minister for whaling that I am unaware of who argued in Albany 40 years ago — 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Colin Barnett crucified commerce! He ripped commerce apart! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Sorry; who ripped what apart? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Colin Barnett ripped commerce apart — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No; that is not it. The Department of Commerce still exists and commerce still occurs, 
whereas we are already singing the dirges for the timber industry. We are singing the songs to mark its imminent collapse. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Why are you filibustering? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No; we are getting into significant debate. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Let’s get on to terrorism! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I know you are very keen to renew your acquaintanceship with Hon Nick Goiran, 
parliamentary secretary — 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Renew? I’m going!  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I know that is an important part of your weekly activity in Parliament! 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Daily! 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: A bromance! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Daily! That might be the parliamentary secretary’s daily dose, but the reality is that 
we have a serious bill before us. It would be remiss if we were to pass this bill without describing the circumstances 
by which it arrived to us. I am trying—despite the best attempts of the government—to do exactly that. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The old jokes are coming out, Acting President. It must be Thursday afternoon. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Come on; step up your game. 

A government member: What’s the iron ore price? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is about $150. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us return to the bill. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, Acting President. It is about $150-ish. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Let’s get back to PFAS! I like talking about that. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Really? You want to discuss the close to 700 000 cubic metres of PFAS that is sitting 
in Forrestfield that you cannot get rid of? I am happy to go back to that at some point, too. It is coming, minister. 
It will arrive in the full course of time. 
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It is unfortunate that there are so many things that we need to remind government members of, and they keep 
trying to distract me because we need to focus on the government’s destruction of the timber industry in the state 
of Western Australia, and, therefore, the need for this bill. I am doing my best, Acting President, to get back to the 
matter at hand. 

The media release on 8 September came out the day before the budget on 9 September 2021. It announced the end, 
effectively, of the native timber industry and the $350 million expansion of the softwood timber plantations, which 
the lead speaker for the opposition said is welcomed by the opposition. Investment in those softwood plantations 
is good. In fact, I am sure that the minister will stand up and give a reply to the second reading debate in which she 
will detail the history of softwood plantations, attack the opposition, and bemoan its lack of investment of significant 
funds in them during the previous government. I am sure we look forward to that! Our response will be, again: do not 
blame us; this is 2022, not 2015. I am sure we will sit through some of that. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Because you know it to be true; don’t you? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: So we will be listening to a bit of that; will we not? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I thought you’d want a fullness of understanding. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am trying to deliver a fullness of understanding. I am nervous, because in previous 
debates the minister tends to ignore the motion before the house and just goes off on a tangent, so we are trying to 
have a fulsome debate on the timber industry. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Might I suggest you direct your comments through the chair, 
Leader of the Opposition. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is sage advice, Acting President. I shall endeavour to do so. 

This entire bill and the functions that the government will go through are a result of a press release on 8 September 2021 
in which the government announced $350 million to expand the softwood timber plantations program, as part of 
announcing the destruction of the native timber industry. 

The first thing that the house needs to acknowledge is that the two industries are very different, and the connection 
between the two, apart from some transport connections, is remarkably limited. The industries might like to create 
some more connections, because a particular group of sawmills would like to get more access to resources, and 
when they close down the native hardwood timber industry, where will they go? They will effectively have no choice. 
It is very hard to cut blue gum, so they will be out there looking for, and competing with, pine. Therefore, the argument 
that pine should be planted is accepted by every member of the house; in fact, pine should be urgently planted. 

When the minister says, “Yes, previous governments should have planted more,” I am likely to agree with her. 
Because we in the Legislative Council try to be agreeable, I am likely to suggest that there is some validity to that 
statement. It is not only the lack of planting that is part of the lack of pine going forward; obviously, there have 
been significant fires around the state of Western Australia that have eaten significantly into the pine reserve. Of 
course members, particularly those in the northern suburbs, would know that the Gnangara pine plantation, which 
was a huge component of the pine reserve of the state, has been removed and is not being replanted. It is being 
converted largely into residential areas and other bits and pieces. 
The first thing that we need to acknowledge is that there is an absolute shortage of pine, and the issue is that there 
is a shortage now. There is a shortage not only in the years to come, but also now. It will get significantly worse 
before it gets better. There is a cliff coming in the supply of softwood timber. We have known about the cliff for some 
time, and the fires have made it significantly worse. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It does take time to plant. And if you have one government that doesn’t plant for 
eight years, you’re going to have that cliff. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We will be asking in a minute how much pine plantation occurred under the 
Gallop–Carpenter government, and I am sure the minister will share those numbers. As we go forward, the minister 
will respond with that. 
There is an absolute cliff regarding the supply of timber; there is a requirement for more timber. The issue is the 
planting of significant areas of pine. I suspect it may take two years to get significant plantings in place—let us 
say at least 18 months, but I suspect it will be more like two years. The problem is that most seedlings need to be 
planted when a significant amount of rain is coming. Traditionally, we plant trees in winter, and there is a pretty 
sensible reason for that, because they tend to survive versus dying off from lack of water. We are not going to be 
able to do much this winter, so the first plantings will largely occur next winter, which is a bit over a year. From 
the date of the announcement, which was September 2021, it will not really be until winter 2023 that we will have 
significant plantings of pine, so that is an enormous catch-up.  
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The other issue, of course, is that when we plant pine, we get the first thinnings out in about 20 to 22 years after 
planting and the most significant harvest at around the 30-year mark. When the minister tells us about the cliff that 
is the crisis in the supply of pine trees, she will be absolutely right. There is a crisis of which we are seeing the first 
signs of now, and it probably will be, depending on best estimates, 10 or 15 years before we start to come out the 
other end. Therefore, the planting of $350 million worth of pine trees, coming in 30 years’ time, whilst welcome, is 
not necessarily the great salvation that we might need to look at in the medium term. Other things will have to be 
provided for this industry to survive. Obviously, one of those things is the importation of resources. Funnily enough, 
there are resources out there if we want to be in the marketplace for them. Russia has been a major exporter of 
harvested pine trees, but I suspect that market might not be the most accessible, and I do not know how long that 
will last. Other countries around the world also have a pine industry. There will have to be some importation in the 
interim to try to cover us over this cliff. 
I want to go back to the original press release announcing $350 million for the pine plantations. We can call it 
softwood or pine; effectively, there is a limited number of other softwoods, so whether I call it softwood or pine 
is rather interchangeable, unless anybody wants to suggest that other softwoods will play a major role. I want to refer 
to how we arrived here and why this money is being invested. The $350 million is the sole reason we are debating 
the Forest Products Amendment Bill 2021. It is meant to provide a degree of compensation. I note that the McGowan 
government’s three-headed press release—the Cerberus of press releases, if you will—from 8 September 2021 states — 

From 2024, timber taken from our native forests will be limited to forest management activities that improve 
forest health and clearing for approved mining operations, such as Alcoa. 

I think that is an accurate statement, but it bears some reflection because it will impact on the entire forest management 
system, the forestry industry and why we are here today debating this bill. The government has said that hardwood 
native timber production in the future will come from what it calls ecological thinning and the removal of forests 
for mining operations, which is predominantly alumina in my area in the south west. Bear in mind, not much of 
the timber industry operates outside my electorate in the south west and the electorate, whilst it still exists, of the 
minister—who has come down to join us. We are effectively, with a little bit down the edge of the metropolitan 
region, the timber industry in the state of Western Australia. Those two sources will provide effectively all hardwood 
timber going forward. How much can we accept? It might surprise the Acting President to know, given my youthful 
looks, that I have been around for a fairly long time now and I have been part of this timber debate for many, many 
years—let us say decades. I marched with the forest industry in Manjimup back in, I think, 1999; it might have been 
2000, but it was about then. My two great protest marches, because I know it is not traditionally a conservative 
right-wing thing, were about the timber industry and the Labor Party’s plan to harvest Yarragadee water and ship 
it up to Perth. They are the two instances of my great social rebellion, of which I am relatively proud. I would march 
on those things again. 
The timber industry has struggled for a very long time. I was first a candidate for the Liberal Party right at the start 
of the great timber debate in the lead-up to the 2001 election. I stood for election in the then set of Collie. That 
was my initial blooding. I managed to alienate some of my colleagues in response to the activities of the then federal 
Minister for Forestry and Conservation, Hon Wilson Tuckey. I have to be careful not to say the current member 
because it gets a bit tricky. Hon Steve Martin has obviously had some dealings with Hon Wilson Tuckey, who is 
a very forthright gentleman. There was a proposal to put forward a variation on the forest management plan. The 
federal government came up with three options at that stage. We were, at that point, taking about 450 000 cubic 
metres of jarrah, as a sawlog measurement. The federal government, under its Regional Forest Agreement, came 
up with three numbers. It said it could be 310 000, 300 000 or 290 000. I went public at the time as a candidate 
and said that they were effectively the same three numbers and that we needed to determine what was sustainable 
and go back to a sustainable measure because the future of the industry was critical. I had Greens from the south west 
come and congratulate me, including some who were very odd, and I pulled on a fight with Wilson Tuckey at that 
stage, and it is probably a fight that continues until this day. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Did you get the iron bar over your head? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes. Luckily, I have a hard head, minister. 
At that point, anyone who understood the timber industry understood that reductions were required because the 
over-harvest was significant. Jump forward a couple of years, and the Gallop government won the 2001 election, to 
some degree based on its old-growth forest policy. There were probably a couple of other policies and other issues 
in there as well but the old-growth forest policy was one of the issues that drove that victory. It significantly cut 
the harvest of native hardwood timbers. That was in the early 2000s, and then the next forest management plan for 
2004 to 2013 saw a significant reduction in hardwood harvesting. I better get it right, otherwise it will be 11 years 
and not 10. The one after that was from 2014 to 2023. We debated the hardwood harvest at 300 000 cubic metres, 
which at a current level is about 135 000 to 145 000 cubic metres of sawlog. If we had allowed the forest management 
plan to go through in its normal circumstances, in my view, it would have come in under 100 000 cubic metres, 
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and possibly significantly under 100 000 cubic metres, which would have impacted on the survivability of a number 
of timber mills at the time. 
When I first started writing timber policy, we had four or five large timber sawmills. That has been cut back and 
we currently have two. The problem we have and why the hardwood debate impacts on the softwood debate so 
critically is that the proposal by the government to effectively eviscerate hardwood production means the pressure 
dial is suddenly turned very hard onto the softwood timber industry. I would have liked to have seen the focus on 
hardwood production based on sustainability; that is, what is the sustainable harvest from the state’s forest that can 
be managed and allows for a well-managed timber system? The harvest would have come down from 135 000 or 
145 000 cubic metres. It probably would have been 90 000, but it might have been 80 000 cubic metres. We would 
have probably lost half of our processing capacity. Instead of two big mills—one in Nannup and one in Greenbushes—
probably only one would have survived, but a timber industry would have survived. If the industry had 50 000 or 
60 000 cubic metres, the remaining 20 000 cubic metres would potentially have gone to the small millers and the 
micro-millers—the very small mills or the ones that are two blokes going out with a mobile mill. That is what might 
have resulted. There would have been a significant cutback, but that is not what the government did. The government 
could have claimed the high moral ground and been environmentally sensible and said, “We want sustainability”, 
but that is not what it did. The government was chasing votes, not jobs—votes, not policy. It was chasing votes in 
the western suburbs and where the Green voters hide. The Labor Party has tried to outgreen the Greens. 
Hon Pierre Yang: Are you really serious? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Absolutely. Hang on, keep listening, because there is a lot of this to come. The 
government is trying to outgreen the Greens. It could have had a sustainable timber industry, but it did not want 
to. This is a political decision. It is not an ecological or environmental decision, and it is certainly not an economic 
decision; this is a purely political decision based on the benefits to the Labor Party in Western Australia, because 
it could have gone down the sustainability route. Sustainability should have been the mantra of this government in 
the timber industry. It should have been: this is the level of harvest that we can manage sustainably into the future. 
But that is not what the government did. That was not the intent of the government. 
Let us have a discussion about this, because this is critically important to the bill and the process going forward. 
The first indications from this government about the level of resource that might be available to the hardwood industry 
has gone from what might have been 80 000 to 90 000 cubic metres under the Forest management plan 2014–15 
under a sustainable system, to more like 40 000 cubic metres. The government’s first indicative numbers are saying 
that it will come from two sources: harvest from mining tenements and ecological thinnings, and that might be 
25 000 and 15 000 cubic metres. We might get 40 000 cubic metres of sawlog coming out. Everything else will 
basically be the bits and pieces, the tops of the trees and the leaves that fall down. That is not enough resource to 
sustain two timber mills; it is not really enough resource to sustain one timber mill of size. The government is also 
surely aware that other industries apart from timber mills take that resource. We have a great company in the south 
west called Simcoa, which generates silicon. Simcoa uses jarrah as a charcoal base because that chemical process 
gives it the highest quality silicon in the world, therefore allowing it to get into a marketplace that it otherwise 
could not, and it does so in competition with America, which is not above taking the opportunity to restrict trade to 
put pressure on Simcoa to make sure it cannot proceed. 
I think it was about 2000 when the then Minister for Forestry, a gentleman called Paul Omodei, put out a press release 
and said, “It’s wonderful; we have now committed to give Simcoa 150 000 cubic metres of jarrah so that it can 
continue to employ hundreds of people and generate hundreds of millions of dollars for the economy in the south 
west.” This contract at the time was 150 000 cubic metres. Honourable members, let us do the maths on this. This 
great company has not got any smaller, and it requires 150 000 cubic metres. The maximum production out of the 
state timber hardwood production of anything like sawlog is going to be 40 000 cubic metres. Simcoa currently gets 
a reasonable amount of its product out of the private sector, let us say a third for rough figures, so if it still needs 
100 000 cubic metres of jarrah product to do its job, which is a critical job in the south west, it has a problem. More 
importantly than that, this government is now going to have to make some significant decisions around this hardwood 
industry. It is going to have to choose whether it allows one silicon company to survive and destroys everybody else; 
or one timber mill to survive and destroys everybody else, including a silicon company that employs hundreds of 
people; or does it just allow a few micro-mills to survive and all of this industry dies? These are the decisions that 
this government will have to make based on the very political—not environmental, not ecological, not economic—
decision made by the McGowan government. 
Just in case members think I am exaggerating, I will go to a source that I find myself quoting reasonably frequently, 
although, I must admit, it is only because he is a minister who has a department behind him that I can have some 
confidence that what he is saying might be real, because, as I said before, he is in the gold-medal position for 
lack of performance. Let us take the media statement of Tuesday, 3 September 2019 by the Minister for Forestry, 
Hon Dave Kelly, BA, MLA. It is a cracker. What does Hon Dave Kelly say about the hardwood timber industry 
in Western Australia? Let us go to the third paragraph, because it is probably the best one. This is a press release titled 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 24 March 2022] 

 p1374b-1395a 
Hon Steve Martin; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Dr Brad Pettitt; Hon Alannah MacTiernan 

 [11] 

“Local timber industry gets a boost as leading miller joins WA”, and it is to celebrate the purchase by Parkside Timber 
of Nannup Timber Processing and the Greenbushes mill. Effectively, Parkside took over the two major mills, and 
it was also going to expand into the processing centre in Manjimup. Members might remember that; perhaps they 
will not. For those members who were not here, the processing centre at Manjimup was closed a couple of years 
after the Pemberton Deanmill mill shut down. There has been a gradual closure of mills, which is the fault of no 
government, Liberal or Labor; that was inevitably going to happen. As the resource became more scarce, we needed 
greater efficiency. I am not going to attempt to blame the government for the closure of those mills. 
This is a great press release. It states — 

The change of ownership provides investment and employment certainty — 
“Certainty” is a word I mentioned a few times this morning. Apparently, we do not like certainty — 

and the potential to create local jobs in the South-West region. The native forestry industry injects $220 million 
into the Western Australian economy each year and supports more than 800 jobs in the forestry industry. 

Just remember that 800 jobs number, members, because we will come back to that in a little while, assuming I get 
time. I miss the old days of unlimited time frames, Deputy President, but anyway; I will do my very best to get it 
done in time. 
These are comments attributed to Minister for Forestry Dave Kelly — 

“The McGowan Government sees Parkside’s investment as a step forward in maintaining a strong forestry 
industry that supports WA jobs, while still protecting the environmental values of our beautiful native forests. 

This is still quoting the minister — 
“The native forestry sector is an important employer and economic contributor that supplies our community 
with sustainable, renewable building materials and other timber products. 

Do I need to repeat that, Deputy President? “Sustainable, renewable building materials”, from the minister. 
“The purchase follows the release of the McGowan Government’s Djarlma Plan which set out the strategic 
direction for the future of the Western Australian forestry industry to support healthy forests and WA jobs.” 

The Djarlma plan is not perfect, I have to say. I have read it, and, in what seems to be my way, I sent a relatively 
curt email to the Forestry Industries Federation (WA) and said that although it is not terrible, I think it could have 
done a lot more things, because for some reason I do not seem to be able to hold back on some of those comments. 
The Djarlma plan was endorsed by the government; in fact, Hon Dave Kelly claims it. It is apparently a government 
plan. Do members know what the Djarlma plan talks about? Sustainable hardwood timber industry, people. The plan 
endorsed by the state Labor Party government—the McGowan government—is all about a sustainable hardwood 
timber industry. Then, briefly after that, the government killed it off, but what a great thing. 
There are 800 jobs in the forest industry. I said I would come back to that, because there is so much to get through and 
I am not going to get a chance to get anywhere near it. I want to talk about the announcement on 8 September 2021 
of the destruction of the native timber industry and the announcement of the $350 million into softwood, which results 
in the legislation we have before us today. The Cerberus government media release of September 2021 states — 

The 2021–22 State Budget includes a record $350 million investment over 10 years in new softwood 
plantations across the South-West, which will create and support WA forestry jobs. 
This record investment will provide at least an additional 33,000 hectares of softwood timber plantation. 
Up to 50 million pine trees will be planted, sequestering between 7.9 and 9.5 million tonnes of carbon 
dioxide equivalent. 
It will also create about 140 timber industry jobs,  

Far be it from me to speculate on how accurate that is. We are just going to have to take the Premier’s word for 
it—or perhaps the Minister for Forestry’s word for it. But it is interesting that a $350 million investment will create 
140 timber industry jobs. The native forest timber industry, according to the Minister for Forestry in December 2019, 
supports more than 800 jobs. 
Hon Shelley Payne: You need to finish the sentence — 

It will also create about 140 timber industry jobs, protect about 1,980 existing jobs. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, it protects some jobs; that is right. I will come to that in a bit. The member is 
exactly right. It protects some existing softwood jobs. Where do they exist? They are in places like Wespine and 
other companies that process pine. Having additional pine will protect those jobs; that is exactly right. I will come to 
the softwood industry in more detail in a little bit. As I said, I am going to run out of time, but that is exactly right. 
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It was a good interjection, but in terms of the creation of jobs, the government’s press release, the government’s own 
material, says that we are going to basically throw away almost all 880 hardwood timber jobs. Yes, the government 
is going to maintain 1 980 existing jobs. If we have pine, those jobs will be protected. The issue for those jobs is 
obviously the 30-year delay and we hope that many of those jobs stay in place in the meantime. 
We are talking about my patch. This is where I live. I live around Donnybrook. This is about Dardanup and those 
areas. This is affecting my heartland, so I absolutely want all those jobs in the softwood industry maintained, but 
the destruction of the hardwood industry will cost most of those 800 jobs. The plantings of the pine industry will, 
theoretically, create 140 jobs. Where will most of those 140 jobs be created, particularly in the first, say, 22 years? 
What will happen for the first 22 years? Effectively, the Forest Products Commission will have to put on more people 
to start negotiating contracts. Those contracts will be for land whether it is on freehold title, and the FPC will have 
to purchase land to put pine trees on—Hon Steve Martin raised this and, if I get time, I will go through that in more 
detail, too—or whether it is leased, which I think will be a perfectly valid option. I am a massive supporter of the 
farming community being able to make those choices. 
There are groups of, dare I say it—I am probably there myself; my father certainly is—old farmers who believe 
that the only people who should be allowed to farm are those who farm in the traditional way in which that land has 
been farmed forever more. I have never believed that. I have been an avid supporter of the Minister for Regional 
Development’s carbon plans and carbon farming proposals. I think that they are very good. I will probably start 
another fight, I suspect, with Wilson Tuckey and a few others when I say that. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Or your mate Trev! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: There are a few. 
I am a free marketeer. If a landowner can make money out of tourism, ecotourism or carbon markets, why on earth 
would government want to get in the way of that? As a free marketeer, I do not understand why anyone would 
stand in the way of someone else making a profit. It makes absolutely no sense to me. That view has created a few 
enemies for me on my side of politics. Luckily, I am not a shy and retiring character and I am happy to carry that 
argument. I am all in favour of it. 
It will be more economic for the government to lease land from farmers. There will obviously have to be a mechanism 
to do that because most farmers could not lease their land and wait for the pay-off 30 years after when it is harvested. 
Most of the blue gum contracts for, I think, hardwood for chipping received annual payments. I think that is 
appropriate. I am happy to support the government going down that path to find the best outcomes. I think if 
everybody is clever, they may just find the best outcomes for both government and farmers somewhere down the 
path of combining some purchases, but, ideally, maximising the potential for leasehold because it will tie up less 
government money. But how many jobs will that create in the short term? There will be some contract management 
jobs because somebody has to go out and negotiate these contracts. The contracts are critical, I tell you. 
Those good contracts in the blue gum plantations were worth gold, but plenty of people got shafted in the process. 
There is a reason, apart from just the marketplace, that there are not as many blue gums as there used to be in those 
mass plantings throughout the regions that start in my electorate and finish in the electorate of Hon Steve Martin 
in the wheatbelt. There was a time when in the Shire of Boyup Brook the greatest land use in the shire was for blue 
gum plantations. That has reversed. People are getting out of blue gums and going back to sheep. Obviously, the 
economics of sheep have improved dramatically. We wish good luck to all sheep farmers out there. Many of them 
suffered for a long time. I remember years ago when farmers were shooting sheep because they were not worth 
selling. Good luck to them, and to the cattle producers who are doing better. The timber industry does not have 
that advantage. There is a reason there have been some shifts. The contracting is critical and we have to get those 
contracts right. There will be a few jobs in contracting. 
What will be the next step along the way? It will be planting. The government might object to this, but the Minister 
for Agriculture and Food might be able to tell us how many pine planting jobs will be created. I imagine that the 
process for plantations will take a few years to deliver, bearing in mind that the $350 million budget is spread over 
10 years. To get all the pine plantation out there in the first year, it will have to be accelerated.  
They talk about significant numbers in the media statement — 

… will provide at least an additional 33,000 hectares of softwood timber plantation. Up to 50 million pine 
trees … 

I get that the purchase and the planting of 50 million pine trees, less $350 million, is seven dollars a pine tree. In total 
costs, that is probably not an unreasonable estimate, but it is put at $30 million a year. That is probably a reasonable 
outcome given that it will take a while to plant 33 000 hectares of pine trees. I suspect that if the government is 
clever—occasionally it can be—it will not want to have all 50 million pines coming in in one year and will try to 
manage that as a load. It should try to space that over time. I think the budget estimates indicate that it is $35 million 
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over a 10-year period. It will be a bit lower at the start because it will have to be set up and it will be a bit higher 
as it goes along. That is perfectly reasonable. 

But the question is: how many jobs is it going to create? We need to bear in mind that 750 of the 800 jobs that 
currently exist in the native hardwood timber will have been knocked off. The government’s estimates say 140 will 
be created. That might be accurate, but I suspect the government might struggle to reach that number, because there 
will basically be a team. If 50 million trees are to be produced in 10 years, that will require five million trees to be 
planed every year. Given the way that things are mechanised these days, that will probably be a much more efficient 
exercise. The government is not going to create anything like the number of jobs it will destroy. The timber industry 
is still in crisis and a few jobs still need to be created. 

The honourable member was right when she suggested that this might save 1 900 jobs in the softwood supply 
chain. I really hope it does. The industry faces an absolute crisis at the moment, though, and it is about to get worse. 
I will give the minister a good weapon to whack us with in a few minutes. She can tell us about how it is all our 
fault, but the reality is this exists. It will take more than a few years to get back to that stage. There will be some 
planting jobs.  

Even when we get to the process, in something like 21 or 22 years, the first significant thinning of the plantation 
will take place. There might be a little thinning in advance, taking out trees that are not performing very well, but 
the major thinning is at the 22-year mark, and an attempt is made to thin out the trees so that the best, straightest and 
most viable trees remain, and then, in the pine industry, the harvest is done at around the 30-year mark. Obviously, 
it is quicker for blue gums, but a lot slower for jarrah. The ideal turnaround time for jarrah is probably 120 years, and 
I might look like I am that old, but I have a few years to go yet. That is the sort of turnover we have to look at as 
a part of this issue. It is a slow process.  

As I often do in these debates, I congratulate the government on starting the process. The government will claim 
credit for the job it is doing, and I will not oppose that. It invested in softwood plantation, and we will have that debate 
when it comes along. However, it is not an immediate fix. That is good, because too often in government we get 
bogged down in the immediate fix to get us to the next election, and sometimes it feels like it is about surviving until 
the end of the week. The reality is that a long-term investment that goes beyond the four-year electoral cycle is good 
and wise. Well done for that, but there is a long way to go for the pine plantation.  

The net job loss throughout the south west is probably close to 700. It has already been said in this debate that the 
impact on those communities is absolutely devastating for something that was not required. It was always something 
that the mills would not survive. My gut feeling is that we would end up with one large mill, and a few micro-mills 
supporting an industry. This will flow through to all sorts of interesting places. Firewood suppliers in Perth are 
advising people to buy their firewood this year, because they probably will not be able to get any in future years. 
Such will be the shortage of timber that people will struggle with. The government must make the choice whether 
to supply Simcoa or a mill, or kill them both off. That is a significant decision. 

I want to say a bit about ecological thinnings. A huge proportion of what the government is claiming will come 
through for the timber industry is ecological thinnings. These are critically important. I am old enough to remember 
the debates around forest management, when we had a system to encourage jarrah trees to grow as a result of partial 
thinning. I am trying to remember the name of the system. The minister’s adviser will probably tell us later. There 
is a name for the system of maintaining solid hardwood plantations. Thinning is important, and ecological thinning, 
in my view, is immensely underdone. I encourage members to drive through the forest that was burnt in the 
Waroona–Yarloop fires. It is most instructive. I have seen this before in this place. I seem to remember that the 
original pre-colonisation jarrah forest looked very different from the jarrah forest we have today. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You will be delighted to hear that I absolutely agree. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is good. Does the minister remember what the system is called? It is in my brain, 
but it will not come out. There were bigger trees, more widely spread, lower density, with some undergrowth. That 
is what it looked like. Go and have a look at the area where the Waroona fire burnt. It is like a solid, kilometres-thick 
fence, because of the suckering and regrowth. Where there was one trunk coming up, there are now eight suckers 
coming out of the stump, each with about an eight to 10-centimetre bole diameter. It is un-environmental, but it is 
also completely unproductive. The amount of environmental thinning that is required to repair those forests is 
immense, and there is no capacity within any government department, including the Forest Products Commission, 
to deal with it. Ecological thinnings, for the most part, in my view, will be 10, possibly 15-centimetre bole timber. 
I understand that the government has a definition for this, so I will be interested if the minister could provide 
a definition of ecological thinnings and the sort of boles we are looking at. It was put to me by the industry that the 
most we might be looking at is a 20-centimetre bole, including bark, which means that we are looking potentially 
at an 18 to 19-centimetre actual diameter bole, which is like that. It is tiny. I do not know how many pieces of sawn 
lumber the government thinks it will get out of ecological thinnings, but it will be next to nothing. By definition, 
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most of those ecological thinnings are too small to be of any value. The government will need to focus on the only 
thing they might be used for, which perhaps might be the saviour of Simcoa. The government will no doubt talk about 
the possibility of chipping it all and putting it into veneer and all these other things, but the economics of that are 
incredibly difficult. I have been around long enough to have seen veneer plants fall over in Albany. It is doable, but 
it is hard and costly. In my view, it will not be the saviour of the timber industry. 
We have a bunch of twigs that ultimately are of very little value to anybody and the occasional decent sawlog that 
comes effectively only from the harvesting of timber and from mining. That is the only place we will get any 
reasonable supply of timber. The timber industry must try to deal with this. The Minister for Regional Development 
did not like me talking about certainty for the business community this morning, but here is another dose of it. 
I say all the time that business requires certainty. People in the hardwood industry are trying to work out whether 
they can survive, but the government can barely tell them what the industry will look like. That might not necessarily 
be the biggest problem, because one of things that we do need to discuss—amongst the many things I will not have 
time for—is the compensation package the government has put out there.  
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: This is not a bill about native forest restructuring. I think we are getting a relevance 
problem here. You’re going on to a completely different subject. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Perhaps the government should not have rolled them into the same press release 
when they were announced. That might have given the minister more credibility in that argument.  
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: This is about the FPC and the pine plantations.  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Perhaps the minister should not have rolled the two issues together to try to conflate them.  

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: The issues have a connection but this bill is not about the native timber industry.  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Trying to separate them for convenience is problematic, minister. 

Let us talk more about pine. I have lots of stuff specifically on pine, and I am more than happy to do that. In the very 
short amount of remaining time, let us discuss some comments about the Forest Products Commission in particular. 
I think that is interesting. This bill will empower the FPC to hold land and to negotiate various contracts around 
leasehold production of pines, and that is a good thing. I have always been concerned about the attacks on the FPC. 
I get very frustrated, particularly about the attacks that say that FPC is not making a profit, and therefore it should 
be got rid of, which is part of a cunning plan to say the FPC is not effective because it does not make a profit. Here 
is a big tip for members of the public who have brought that to my attention. My response is always that not many 
government departments make a profit. The FPC’s role is to manage the harvesting of timber. In a good year, the 
harvesters, transporters and millers make profits. In the same way, the Department of Agriculture does not make 
a profit, funnily enough. That is not its role, but it helps farmers to make a profit. That is the role of the department. 
The FPC should not be required to make a profit. The argument could be that it could do its job more efficiently, 
which is an argument that could be applied to every part of government. It is not there to make a profit. It will 
potentially be in a better position to do so with the investment that is going into softwood plantations, which is good.  
I am going to run out of time.  
A member interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Seek an extension? That might be a good idea.  
Several members interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Actually, I suspect that might not be a popular move.  
The next question of course is where these plantations are going to emerge. I want to make the point that the pine 
plantation can be useful for not just the production of pine, but also another role. Members who have been around might 
remember that there was a government proposal to put pine plantations in the Collie catchment. The Collie catchment 
has had an issue with creeping salinity. For those who remember, probably 10 years ago, the Wellington Dam had 
a salinity rate of 900 parts per million-ish, bearing in mind that potable water is considered to be 500 parts per million. 
At 900 ppm, it is potentially stock water, but not for high-producing dairy cows that do not have the tolerance for 
salt—but wethers could be put on it. My understanding is that the salinity rate is currently over 1 400 parts per million, 
and it is increasing. There is an opportunity to combine the outcomes of pine plantations with this planting. A major 
planting was going to occur in Collie. I understand some pine plantings have occurred there, particularly around the 
east branch of the Collie River. I think that is a good thing, and the government has an opportunity to combine that.  
The government is looking for 600 millilitres of rainfall and above, which starts to fall away fairly quickly, 
particularly in a drying climate. It is an issue for where it could go with this. When I first arrived in Donnybrook 
30-something years ago, it was traditionally a 40-inch rain belt, so 1 000 millilitres. The old wisdom of my home 
territory is that once you hit the Mumballup turn—or the Mumby tavern, for those who have been there—the rainfall 
drops away an inch a mile over the next 10 miles or so. By the time you get to Boyup Brook, it drops away remarkably 
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quickly. I do not know what the average is at Wickepin, but it is probably about half that. It drops quickly there 
for a while. I understand that the government is looking in those areas around the Shire of Boyup Brook, the Shire 
of West Arthur in particular and that sort of territory on the edge of the south west, probably just hitting into that 
600-millilitre rain belt. It might go to Kojonup, for example, and a few places in that area. It will be interesting to 
see whether that is where the government is targeting, because that is the advice that we have been given.  
As I said before, I have no objection and I think we should encourage every farmer who is interested in tree farming, 
or perhaps farming a little less hard, to take advantage of this process. The argument gets put to me that the world 
will starve if we are not producing food. My answer to that is always that two-thirds of the food that we produce in 
Australia is exported and we consume about one-third. In effect, it is a commodity on which we are making money. 
I am in the hard right-wing of politics, so I am happy for farmers to go out there and make money. This is one more 
version of that, whether that commodity is food or fibre. I do not think that is an issue. Funnily enough, we do not 
have the same issue around producing wool, which is, in the end, just another fibre. I think it is a reasonable prospect. 
I would encourage the community to talk in a positive way about the potential to farm timber as much as they 
would any other product. It is a frustration when I hear it denigrated in some areas, because I would happily go out 
and say that this is a good tool that farmers can make use of. In the right-wing of politics, we believe in the free 
market and that is exactly what we should be supporting, so I think that is very true. 
There are a lot of things we could have talked about going forward in relation to this bill, but in terms of the carbon 
market, again, I have been a supporter of the minister’s work in the carbon farming sphere. Obviously, the difficult 
part is that the rules around measurement are probably yet not written. There is still a lot of work to be done. 
We should allow the farming community to take advantage of that as best we can. We should also note, however, 
the fourth report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and its discussion on carbon and forestry in 
particular. It says, in no uncertain terms, that a well-managed forest, which is harvested and been allowed to regrow, 
as long as the carbon when harvested is stored, is one of the best ways to store carbon. That is written in the IPCC 
report. We should acknowledge that a well-managed forest, which includes harvest and regrowth, should be part 
of the country’s carbon response. The advantage of pine is that some of it is structural pine that sits for a long time. 
Unfortunately, particularly if it is treated with chemicals that we do not necessarily like very much, the more arsenic 
and stuff put in it, the longer it keeps.  
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes. There are probably better options coming again.  
Untreated pine is an issue, but we probably use less structural pine than we should. It is a good way to lock up 
carbon into the future—so is structural jarrah, by the way. We do not use much jarrah anymore. My dining room 
table is a jarrah board that used to be part of the back wall of a barn in Balingup. That carbon has been locked up 
for 100-plus years. Harvesting out of the jarrah forest is also a way of sequestering carbon. I think we lose track of 
that debate as well. The issue is, of course, the rules around that, how it is measured and whether it can be claimed 
under international rules, and that becomes a problem. But if we are looking for the best outcomes for the planet, 
as a part of the problem that should also be a part of the debate.  
We want to support the timber industry—both the pine timber industry and the native hardwood industry. They are 
both worthy of support; they both deserve a future. Unfortunately, we are in a position in which we have chosen one 
over the other. That is the saddest part about the debate before the house today. We are effectively saying, “We choose 
you, softwoods.” We needed to choose softwoods; it was very important for the investment. The opposition is happy 
to let the government to go through with this bill, because we think there will be good outcomes, but we did not have 
to destroy the native hardwood timber industry as a part of that process. When the McGowan government puts out 
a press release that does both things in one press release, it is pretty hard to avoid.  
HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [3.27 pm]: I rise today to support the Forest Products Amendment 
Bill 2021. When this bill was being read in, it was heartening to hear Hon Minister MacTiernan acknowledge the 
role that this bill will take and the climate impacts of it, specifically acknowledging that climate change is here, it 
is already impacting our community, and this bill would be part of the solution. It would be fair to say that most 
weeks I get up and talk about climate change in one form or another, and I am certainly keen to see us act with the 
urgency that was made clear in the latest Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report and others. I think 
this is a good bill and we will start to see some of those key parts flow through. We are so very keen to support it for 
that reason.  
The Greens also support this amendment bill and the government’s move to expand the function of the Forest Products 
Commission to allow it to trade in carbon assets associated with forest products on plantations. Plantations and 
farm forestry could potentially meet the overwhelming majority of Western Australia’s timber needs while delivering 
multiple social, economic and environmental benefits. Expanding plantations on to previously cleared land and 
developing the farm forestry sector will ensure the availability of sustainably and locally produced timber while—
if, hopefully, done well—improving water quality, capturing and storing carbon and protecting soils.  
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I think it is important to comment on the government’s $350 million investment to expand the state’s softwood 
plantation industry. The reality of climate change and the impacts of decades of unsustainable logging practice 
must be dodged and we need to complete the transition of the industry to a sustainable base.   
This bill and the government’s investment in softwood plantations is an important part of recognising the role 
that plantations and farm forestry can have in sequestering atmospheric carbon to help mitigate climate change. 
We support the move to have more plantation timber, and it will continue to support jobs, importantly, in the 
timber sector. 
One issue that came out, and this is perhaps something that the minister in reply can respond to and perhaps explain. 
There has certainly been some discussion that I have not fully understood. I note the comments from Hon Dr Steve 
Thomas about hardwoods having a very long life of up to 120 years before they are useable. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: You can use them a bit earlier but in terms of sustainability, that is the sort of rotation 
you are looking at. 
Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: The ideal time is 120 years. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Yes. 
Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: There has been some discussion between me and others who are certainly interested 
in this space about acknowledging that softwood is a very important step. Why are we not looking at a broader 
range of species, including other timber types? I appreciate it is a long view to take if we are planting for a 70-year 
or 120-year plan, but why is there not also a plan around hardwood plantations, noting — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: They exist in the private sector, hardwood plantations, so there are people doing it. 

Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: For Hansard, the comment was they exist in the private sector. It feels to me like there 
would be great value in making sure that we have a variety of woods. My reading of this bill—I would appreciate 
being corrected—is it will be predominantly pine. I have no argument against that, but my sense is that it is always 
good to diversify what we do and I thought a variety of timbers might add to the long-term sustainability and kinds 
of timbers that we might need going forward. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Have you got any specifics? 
Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: For Hansard, the question was about whether I have any specifics. I do not know what 
the answer is because it is not my area of expertise, but the question is: why does the approach of a major investment 
contemplate a variety of wood types, both hardwood and softwood, and species types? There may be very good 
reasons for that and I do not have the expertise to appreciate, but certainly it would seem to me that we do not want 
to get to a point at which we are importing hardwoods from other countries. That would be a perverse outcome. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: That exists now. It has existed for a while, from Indonesia. 
Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: Exactly right. The comment is it has existed for a while. I think it is something we would 
like to see phased out over time. I appreciate it is slow growing. I have a house made out of jarrah and recycled 
jarrah boards on my front deck. Ultimately, it is a pretty spectacular wood to use and it is very hardy, so we would 
like to see our grandchildren using it as well. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: It might just be the best timber in the world, but you can’t stop imports and stop harvesting. 
You’ve got to choose which one you will do. You’re either going to increase imports because you have stopped 
harvesting here or you don’t stop harvesting here. There is no alternative to it. 
Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: I am not arguing against that point. That is self-evident. My question is: taking a long 
view, why would we not start looking at planting hardwoods, noting that we might not be harvesting them in any 
of our lifetimes, but they will sequester carbon in the short to medium term and, ultimately, form structural timber 
in the long term? That was a bit of the feedback that I thought was an interesting part of the debate. There is no 
doubt that this is a really important bill and a really good step in the right direction. It will need to be executed well. 
We do not want to see plantations or the wrong kinds of timbers being planted in the wrong places or being used 
on land that could be better used for other purposes or the wrong kinds of timbers being planted in the wrong places. 
But I think there is some good ambition in this legislation that we will have some good outcomes in terms of jobs 
and both socio-economic and environmental outcomes generally so I am very happy to support this bill. 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Regional Development) [3.37 pm] — in reply: 
I thank members for their contributions and their support of the Forest Products Amendment Bill 2021. I do not 
intend to range widely over all the issues in native forestry because this bill is essentially not about that, but I want 
to acknowledge the issues raised around the degree of challenge and difficulty for many of those who are involved 
in the native timber industry to date, particularly for those people who have businesses in the hardwood industry. 
I do not think any of us would want to paint over in any way the challenge for those people. I want to put that on 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 24 March 2022] 

 p1374b-1395a 
Hon Steve Martin; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Dr Brad Pettitt; Hon Alannah MacTiernan 

 [17] 

the table. I know that is why the Minister Kelly is negotiating about what the compensation package will look like, 
because we absolutely accept that this is a very challenging thing that the industry is being asked to do.  
As we know, the Leader of the Opposition is a great supporter of our work in the Collie’s Just Transition plan! 
I was being slightly ironic there. We absolutely recognise the need for a just transition process. We are not being 
in any way cavalier about this. We have confidence in the jobs; the economy in Collie is very strong. There are 
many opportunities for diversification in the south west. We have a massive expansion of the Greenbushes project 
and massive expansion of the timber industry. We see the emergence of new industries and value-adding that is 
continually going on in the region. We certainly think that with employment we will get there, but we recognise 
that business owners are facing a challenge and we are trying to work through those issues. I am not going to dwell 
at length on the whole native timber policy. 
I agree with the honourable Leader of the Opposition about the need for us to be very realistic about ecological 
thinning. It is disappointing that many in the green movement think that any time we talk about ecological thinning, 
it is just a guise for trying to continue the hardwood timber industry under another name and I think that we really 
have to understand how we manage our forests. I say this very sincerely. A number of us, including Jane Kelsbie, the 
member for Warren–Blackwood, and I will take a field trip with Stephen Hopper through the forest in the next couple 
of weeks to really understand this matter. I was with Lynette Knapp and Carol Pettersen at Warriup lake recently, 
and Carol is now 80, and she was saying that when she was a four-year-old, she would go with her grandfather and 
drive sheep from Warriup all the way to Albany. I said, “Well, how could you do that? The forest is there. How would 
you get the sheep through there?” She said, “Well, the forest was not like that. This is not what the forest used to look 
like.” Notwithstanding some of the manipulation of the work of Brian Pascoe, I think drawing our attention to those 
issues and really looking at the first contact literature and understanding what the landscape was like is very important.   
I digress a bit here, but I just want to tell this one story. I can remember when I started art appreciation at school 
and we were shown all these paintings of the Australian bush and told that these European artists used to come out 
and paint these things and they made them look like parks and European landscapes. We thought that was just 
them being Eurocentric. Over time, work like The Biggest Estate on Earth: How Aborigines made Australia by 
Bill Gammage has told us that they were right and we were wrong and that once the kukurntjarri came in, that changed 
the landscape pretty quickly. We have an enormous amount to learn about the forests. I would like Hon Dr Brad 
Pettitt, who I know is a decent and committed person, to get on board with understanding this so that we do not 
get this doctrinaire thing: “You’re just trying to clear the forest because you want to keep the wood industry.” No; 
we want to make sure that those forests work as they should be working. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, “silviculture” is the word generally. I understand that that is the general 
word for the management of forest. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Yes, which involves that thinning process. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Silviculture does not just refer to thinning; it is about overall forest management. 
I am getting a few nods from the advisers, so I think I am right. I am not going to talk any further about native timber. 
It is interesting that Hon Steve Martin and Hon Dr Steve Thomas came from different directions. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No. I am probably a little bit between the two, but, fundamentally, Hon Dr Steve 
Thomas is right. If plantation timber is a product that can be farmed, just as carbon can be farmed, why would we 
get on our high horse about farmers doing that? 
Hon Steve Martin interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I do not think that is accurate. I do not think there is anything in here that 
suggests that. I know that Hon Dr Steve Thomas does not like us to talk about the embarrassments of the previous 
government, but it is important to understand what has happened. Indeed, the previous government made the decision 
that it was going to get out of sharefarming. I think Hon Jackie Jarvis has talked about some of the things that went 
on during that time. It made the decision to stop sharefarming. We have not made a decision to stop sharefarming. 
Within the plan as we go forward, we anticipate that there will be some sharefarming and that there will be some 
instances when farmers determine that they have some land that is not suitable for their venture and that economically 
it makes sense for them to engage in some pine plantations. We are not saying that we are not going to be sharefarming; 
indeed, we anticipate that we will be doing some, but we see the benefit in ensuring that we have a supply by 
purchasing land. At one stage, Hon Steve Martin implied that there was some concern about rotational planting. 
Certainly, we know that some of the expectations about having three rounds of blue gum plantings, and even 
two rounds in some places, did not eventuate, as they did not produce a crop of great quality. I am advised that it 
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is quite different with pine and that we are very clearly on the second and third rotations in some areas and we 
have been able to sustain that. It is important for us to do this. 
The question is: why is the government doing this rather than this being left to the private sector? It is a market 
failure, and it stems from the fact that you have to be in there for the long haul. Most farmers produce things. If they 
produce crops, they get their crop within a year. If they produce sheep and meat, they might keep some of their sheep 
for six or seven years—a good regenerative farmer may even keep them for eight years—and still get a productive 
crop from them. But investment in plantation timber usually requires a commitment of up to 30 years, and that often 
predicates against people being prepared to make that sort of decision. That is part of the reason those managed 
tree farm schemes emerged, which, unfortunately, ended up being manipulated and became tax havens. The principle 
of encouraging people into private sector plantations through some tax advantage had merit; it was just that in many 
cases the cowboys and shysters got involved and it did not necessarily end well. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: You are right that it is a market failure, and that is why they have been traditionally under 
state agreement acts. That is a good demonstration. It is market failure and that is why we need a state agreement 
act to cover the production of good pine. That is right. I agree. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We are going to try to have some plantations of our own, but we are also 
absolutely open to the idea of sharefarming. It is important to understand the scale of what we are talking about. 
We are talking about an aspiration of around 30 000 hectares. On the issue of blue gums, we were talking about in 
excess of 400 000 hectares. There was a real hollowing out of a number of communities because of that. It is certainly 
not something that we want to see. The aspiration in this area is smaller. 
Hon Steve Martin was concerned about taking land that could be used to grow food, but we also need housing. I do 
not think any of us are suggesting that we live on bread alone. We need shelter and, as has been acknowledged by 
Hon Dr Brad Pettitt and Hon Dr Steve Thomas, wood is a very good construction material and it allows us to absorb 
carbon and safely store it. It is a very good use of our land. I also point out to the member—pines might not have the 
highest level of virtue in this regard—that there is evidence that if vegetation can be intensified, the strategic planting 
of trees has some real prospect of helping restore some of the small water cycle. The member talked about the decline 
in rainfall in this target area. There are some are well-argued positions that not all of the decline in rainfall in the south 
west land division can be accounted for by carbon pollution and that land clearing and loss of intensification of 
vegetation has contributed to that. It has been the loss of the small water cycle. The government is trying to work on 
to what extent can we start turning around some of that loss of rainfall if we increase the level of vegetation and have 
strategically placed tree planting. In a bigger picture, these pine plantations together with the carbon farming initiatives, 
when we encourage farmers to build their soil carbon and their forestry carbon, will in fact be beneficial and we will 
not just be passive recipients of what climate change has to offer, but we might be able to do something about it. 
I did say I would not spend a lot of time on the native timber issue, but I note that Hon Steve Martin got stuck into 
the absolutely admirable member for Kalamunda, a very good friend of mine, and suggested that he had not been 
accurate in some of the figures he gave about the performance of the FPC. I think what the member for Kalamunda 
in the other place was referring to was the operational loss that had been endured by the FPC for its native forest 
operations, which I understand under the latest forest management plan, at least up until 2020, had been a loss in 
the order of $2.6 million. There was an operational loss from that. Although we do not expect all government agencies 
to operate at a profit, and sometimes there is a good reason for us to provide taxpayer assistance to the industry, 
I think taxpayers have a right to understand that they were subsidising the harvesting of that timber by $2.4 million. 
Hon Steve Martin: There was no line from Treasury though, was there? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Not specifically on that. I think that is why a lot of people used to argue that the 
books might have been cooked. What is going to be different going forward, when we start talking about silvicultural 
practices and ecological thinning, is that there will be a great deal of clarity about what is being expended, because 
it will clearly be expended in order to protect and maximise the ecological sustainability of the forest. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: That $2.4 million is a one per cent subsidy on the industry. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It is important that it is transparent and I think that is all the member for 
Kalamunda was drawing attention to. 
I am just not sure where Hon Steve Martin is coming from. Does he not want us to go down this path? Clearly, we 
have a considerable shortage of softwood. All members would know people in the building industry who tell them 
just how completely challenging this is. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas wanted to know what had been planted under the Gallop and Carpenter governments. In 
that seven and a half years of government, almost 12 000 hectares were planted, and during the eight and a half years 
of the Barnett government, 1 500 hectares were planted—12 000 versus 1 500. It is the lack plantings during some 
of these years that is bearing fruit now, or not bearing fruit, because the first thinning of the pine plantations is 
done after 10 years. That first thinning goes to providing a range of things, including fencing posts, veneers and 
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manufactured timber products. There is then a second harvest that is done at 18 years, and some of that is used for 
structural timber. A final harvest is done between 25 and 28 years. Members can see that from 2009 we have had 
a go-slow and that from 2019 it started to play through some of the challenges. Notwithstanding that, it is clear 
that we now have this problem and we need to have a quantum leap forward. Almost 6 000 hectares were planted 
over the first term of the McGowan government, but we really now want a step-change increase on that and take that 
up to add a further 30 000 hectares over the next 10 years. The Leader of the Opposition suggested that we would 
not be planting any this year. We are not planting as many hectares as we would like because the problem has 
emerged of whether we can purchase land. For this year, 500 hectares are planned. We will use Department of Water 
and Environmental Regulation and Water Corporation land to do that. However, obviously as soon as we can get 
this legislation through and have clarity, and have it noncontroversial, and actually purchase land, we will be able to 
accelerate that. The member asked for more detail about the 140 jobs. Trees do not just spring out of the ground. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Trees do not grow on trees! This is an issue we have with carbon farming: 
where are we going to get the seedlings from? The nursery activities are, obviously, the planting, maintenance of 
the plantation, management and production. In those early years, getting up that nursery capability to have that 
ability to accelerate the rate of planting will be done at the same time as there will be an enormous private sector 
requirement for trees for carbon farming. That will be a growing area of activity.  
Hon Dr Brad Pettitt provided strong support for the bill but also asked why we are limiting ourselves to pine. We 
are certainly not limited to pine in this legislation; we are focusing on softwoods because that is where the immediate 
shortfall is. I think everyone is aware that it is very hard to have plantations of jarrah because, if I have this right, its 
lignotuber nature creates difficulty and it is not often done because the lead times are so extraordinary. I think when 
either Cambridge University or Oxford University was built, it planted an oak plantation so that in 500 years’ time 
it would have new oaks to repair and restore the university. Hopefully, we can start thinking long term like that. 
I have one other thing to add. There are enormous opportunities in the softwood industry. I am not sure whether 
members are familiar with Accoya timber. I came across this timber down at Mike Hulme’s Witchcliffe Ecovillage, 
where all the external furniture had been built with this treated pine. It is treated with a wood vinegar process, and 
the warranty that comes with this wood is that it will last for 50 years outdoors and 25 years if it is standing in 
water. At the end of that time, it is totally compostable because this treatment has no contaminants. It uses a wood 
vinegar process, which is an interesting process that I think we should look at developing here in Western Australia. 
Perhaps part of our Just Transition plan could develop that process to treat our pines with wood vinegar. 
With that, I know that members have some questions. I thank them for their support. Everyone can see that this is 
an overwhelmingly positive initiative, and we are very keen to get on with this business. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Peter Foster) in the chair; Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Regional 
Development) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I thank the minister for the number of points she clarified in her reply to the second 
reading debate. One point that added some confusion is the minister’s comments on the freehold versus sharefarming 
debate. In the other place, the minister was very clear about this. I will read a quote from Hansard. It states — 

… the intention of the government is to buy land so that trees can be planted so that we get not only 
one rotation for that money but can continue to plant rotation after rotation because we own the land … 
the government buying land is to ensure very much that in 20 years’ time, when the first crop of trees is cut 
down … the private landowner does not decide, “I want to do something else with my land.” 

That is the minister’s quote. I will couch my question around the modelling that would have been done on the number 
of hectares versus the dollars. I believe the 33 000 hectares that was mentioned is now 30 000 hectares. Are those 
hectares all freehold or is there a 70–30 split? If not, the minister would not have arrived at that number of hectares. 
Can I have some clarity about—again, I apologise for going over it—freehold versus sharefarming and the modelling 
that was done in the initial discussion about it? Let us say it is 30 000 hectares and that will cost us $350 million. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It is 33 000 hectares. I think I had said 35 000 hectares and I got a signal that 
I interpreted as 30 000, but it was actually 33 000 hectares. Let me make that very clear: the aspiration is still 
33 000 hectares. I made clear that the reason the government’s preference is for purchase is that we can hold the 
land and have multiple rotations. I set that out quite clearly. But I also said that we are not ruling out sharefarming. 
Obviously, we want to get the trees in the ground—that is our priority. As we are looking for land, it may well be 
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that sensible early opportunities come up that involve sharefarming. We will not just go out and pay whatever it takes; 
as I understand it, business cases will be put around each acquisition. We are anticipating that some propositions 
will come forward to government that will involve the leasing of land or sharefarming, and if they make sense, we 
will certainly look at them. Our preference is to purchase land, but obviously we are not compulsorily acquiring 
land, so we will be subject to what the market dictates and we will not reject an opportunity such as sharefarming 
if it makes sense. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: Going back to the point of the modelling, though, some work must have been done around 
what the $350 million will buy. The minister told us it will buy 33 000 hectares, so was there a split? Was there 
a 70–30 split? That would vastly affect the total number of features available if it is based on an outright purchase 
price of — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Not necessarily, because the farmer would still be expecting the same return on capital, 
so I don’t think it would vastly impact over that period because you would be entering into lease agreements as 
opposed to buying it. You would be paying lease payments. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: We can haggle about the maths, minister. If the government intends to buy X number of 
hectares this year at $20 000 or $30 000 a hectare versus a lease payment of some hundreds or small thousands of 
dollars a hectare, of course, that will affect how much it can buy. Getting back to my point, was modelling done 
on what the cost will be based on sharefarming? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Our aspiration is to go beyond the 33 000 hectares. We want to build the 
resource. The financial modelling was done on the purchase of 33 000 hectares, but we are saying that it is possible 
that we will end up going beyond that by entering into lease agreements. We are keeping that flexibility. There is 
nothing in this bill today or in the aspirations of the Forest Products Commission that says it will not look at any 
lease of land until such time as it has purchased 33 000 hectares of land. The plan provides the opportunity to purchase 
33 000 hectares; it does not preclude at the same time also entering into share farming arrangements. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: Apparently some financial modelling was done, which is good. What average purchase 
price per hectare was put in that financial modelling? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: For the reasons I think the member himself identified, that information is 
commercial-in-confidence. We have an obligation to protect the interests of the state in that regard.  
While I am here, I forgot to respond to an issue the member raised about the Shire of Cranbrook, which concerned 
me. I think it was a planning issue. The status of that land and whether it was owned or leased by FPC was irrelevant. 
The member might want to consider the truth of the proposition that it only withdrew from planning. The fact the 
shire did not know there might have been some question about the legal capability of FPC to hold that land did 
not impact upon its planning and its right to challenge it at the State Administrative Tribunal under the planning 
legislation. The member might want to ask himself whether a more likely explanation is that council’s planning 
officers had advised it that, indeed, it was compliant. That might be a more logical explanation for why that SAT 
proceeding did not continue.  
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I thank the minister for that explanation. I might return to that under clause 8 if that is 
okay. Can the advisers give me any indication whether the method for purchasing land was discussed? Will FPC, 
for example, be entering into open auctions? Will it be a private treaty? Has there been discussion around that or 
will that be entirely up to the commission and/or the minister? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There has not been any determination on that. FPC will use the full range of 
commercial opportunities that it normally has. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: The figure of 33 000 hectares has been mentioned a couple of times. Is any of that 
land available through crown land, or does that 33 000 hectares refer to purchased land and there may be crown 
land opportunities? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We will not be purchasing crown land but there will obviously be a cost in 
establishing plantations on crown land. For example, the 500 hectares we are doing this year on various crown-owned 
assets of the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation and Water Corporation have a cost associated. 
Those funds can be used for the establishment of that plantation on crown land assets. Generally speaking, we will 
not be purchasing crown land, although there may be circumstances under which crown land will be available to 
be disposed of that might be purchased. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I will follow up on a point the minister just raised. The minister mentioned that some of 
the money will be used to establish plantings on that Water Corporation and DWER land. Does the $350 000 million 
include establishment costs and purchase costs? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, it does include establishment costs. 
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Hon STEVE MARTIN: Do we have a breakdown of roughly what the split will be for establishment versus 
purchase costs? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No. We are not going to provide that level of information because we are going 
to be operating in a marketplace and we do not want to destroy the competitiveness of our processes. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I do not have a large number of questions I want to ask. I just want to run through 
a couple of bits and pieces. We talked in the second reading debate about annual expenditure. It is a $350 million 
program. I imagine it is a bit lumpy. Does the minister have any indication of cash flow out through the forward 
estimates? I would be interested to see what that might look like, even it is provided at some other stage. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It will be spread evenly across the forward estimates, but there is an agreement 
with Treasury that we will have the ability to bring forward, or to take back, expenditure depending on the availability 
issue. If there are good opportunities that cannot be satisfied within that even spread, there will be the capability 
to bring forward expenditure. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I think flexibility will be pretty important so that is a good thing. In the first couple 
of years, will the focus be on seedling costs? There is discussion out there in the marketplace about farmers who 
might like to get into plantations basically being gifted their seedlings to go forward. I assume that would be part 
of a contract and that there will be significant reasonable set-up costs around production. The other part of that 
question is: how much of that will be provided by the private sector, and if the private sector does not sell seedlings 
to FPC for that process, where will they come from?  
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There is capability to scale up the Manjimup nursery. The Forest Products 
Commission has its own nursery. It is able to increase its production rate and its personnel, so it will not need to go out 
into the private sector. But can I assure the member that there will be more than enough work for the private sector as 
we try to deal with carbon farming and tree reforestation as part of the carbon farming plans. Farmers will actually be 
able to get seedlings free of charge for up to 50 hectares of plantation. I will just check whether there will be an obligation 
at the end of that. How good are we to farmers! The granting of those seedlings will be totally obligation free. Hopefully, 
we will have some way of ensuring that they are not just onsold, but are actually planted. Farmers who want to produce 
up to 50 hectares can get their seedlings free of charge. That probably offends the member’s free marketeerism! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Only up to a point! I would be interested to see how many pine trees might be planted 
in, say, 50 hectares or 120 acres. I imagine that it will be a few thousand. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It is 1 200 seedlings per hectare. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes; 1 200 seedlings per hectare times 50 hectares is 60 000 trees at a few dollars 
a pop. That is a pretty generous scheme, to be honest. I guess the farmer has to go through the process of planting, 
maintaining and watering it et cetera. That is interesting to know; I thank the minister for that. 
I just have two or three other questions. I will try to do everything under clause 1 and get it out of the way, and 
then Hon Steve Martin can have a go. I refer to the impact on FPC staff. There must have been some impact already 
and there will be some future impact. Can the minister give an indication of the additional staffing that will be 
required, I guess, in the contracting sector, and the more direct staff that will be required as well? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There might need to be some small increase in staff in terms of the contractual 
arrangements, but we do not see that as being massive because it is not a massive change in direction. Obviously, 
we anticipate that more short-term staff will have to be brought in as we are scaling up the nursery, but they would 
be jobs of a seasonal nature. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thank the minister. I might be able to roll the last couple of questions into one. 
Manjimup will basically be the one centre for the production of seedlings as that scales up, so that is fine. I thank 
the minister for that. The FPC—I thank the minister for that. When we get to the planting section, particularly if 
someone is planting on government-held land, how will the government manage that? Is the government going to 
contract the plantation out? That is the labour-intensive part, particularly when someone gets to 30 000 hectares; 
that is a pretty big volume. I am interested in that. Those that are happening on private property might be different, 
but can the minister give us the run-down on how leased land and government land might be managed? This is my 
last question; I might as well roll it together. Particularly on state government land, will the government need to 
provide land managers? Obviously, there are fire risk and biosecurity issues and all those things. That land—bless 
us all—in many cases might be almost unmanaged. Whether it is Water Corp, Main Roads or anything else, there 
is a lot of land out there that does not get managed. It might be unallocated crown land or whatever it is. If someone 
is putting pine trees on there, I imagine that someone, presumably the Forest Products Commission, will have to 
manage that, so I presume there will be a role for workers to be involved in that process as well. Can the minister 
give us an outline of both the seeding and planting component, and then the management after that, including fire 
management? That would just about see me out and just about get us to question time. 
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Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The department contracts out the planting, so private sector people are engaged 
to do the labour-intensive job of planting. I understand that a lot of the 140 jobs will come from that increase. As 
we had that big hiatus period of very little planting, these new plantings will not create an additional load. There 
is not going to be a massive expansion of the estate, because we have forest coming to the end that is being logged. 
My understanding of the advice is that the department is going to be able to manage this estate with the resources 
it currently has. There was a period of decline, so contracts have come to their natural end, and because there was 
an extended period when there were really no plantations, the existing personnel that we have are going to be able 
to do the fire management of these new plantations that will come onstream. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: A minor variation of that is not a huge issue. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: The minister mentioned the very generous offer of seedlings for 50 hectares for farmers. 
Will those farmers keep the carbon credits? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, they obviously will need to apply to their Clean Energy Regulator to 
get their project recognised, but certainly they will be entitled to keep the carbon credits. They obviously will have 
to have a registered scheme, certainly, to get Australian carbon credit units. They will need to have a scheme that 
is recognised. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Peter Foster): You have one minute, honourable member. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I will be quick. I refer to the issue of local government rates that was talked about at 
the briefing. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, that is a good question. As a matter of principle, the Forest Products 
Commission has always paid its rates. Although it is not legally required to, there is no financial advantage for it 
not to, because if it does not pay its rates, under competition policy rules, it is required to pay a tax equivalent to 
Treasury. Being a good corporate citizen, it has always paid that sum, and there is no financial disadvantage for it 
to continue to do so. 
Committee interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 1404.] 
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