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NATIVE FORESTS � USE AS FUEL SUPPLY 
Grievance 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [9.57 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Forestry. The Forest 
Products Commission, under guidelines in the forest management plan, has selected Griffin Energy as the 
preferred tenderer to buy wood from native forests as waste to produce energy at the Collie-Bluewaters coal-
fired power station. When Bluewaters was assessed by the Environmental Protection Authority, it was given 
approval to burn coal, not to burn biomass�particularly our native forests�for energy production. I support the 
government�s attempts to move to renewable energy sources, but our native forests are not a renewable energy 
source. Native forests are highly evolved and extremely complex functioning ecosystems. They are not 
renewable biomass fuel. The carbon deposits are in the older native trees and the soil, and they house local flora 
and fauna, many of which are now endangered. They take literally hundreds of years to grow, if they regrow. 
Because of the decrease in rainfall in the south west, some of our logged forests will never regrow.  
Earlier this year I congratulated the Minister for Environment for ruling out the use by the Manjimup biomass 
fuel power station of native forest resources as a fuel supply. I ask that the government and, in particular, the 
National Party not allow an increase in the intensity of logging of our native forests, which I and many others 
believe is already unsustainable. Throughout Australia the logging industry is lobbying to use native forest 
resources as biomass to make its profits by selling off a community asset. Although many proposals have arisen 
throughout the eastern coast, at this time there are no functioning biomass stations within Australia that use 
native forests as waste. Big businesses see Australia�s native forests as a viable source of biomass because they 
do not understand or care about our forests which are within an internationally recognised biodiversity hotspot.  
Around the world, amongst all those countries that have progressed to the point at which they wish to preserve 
their native forests, Australia is among the few having had the good sense to restrict logging before all native and 
old-growth forests were completely logged out. The precautionary principle is needed: do no harm. We should 
not use one of our most precious assets as waste to produce energy. Forest waste supposedly contains only old 
trees and small trees that are not suitable for sawlogs, silvicultural thinnings, sawdust, bark, heads and butts. 
There is no reason that these cannot all come from plantation timber or forest rather than our native forests. It 
should also be recognised that whatever definition of waste is used, it will inevitably lead to additional and 
intensified lobbying.  
All around Australia people recognise the importance of preserving our native forests, yet the Forest Products 
Commission is using the forest management plan to allow 250 000 tonnes of native forest wood, jarrah and marri 
to be sold as so-called wastage in the first year with an additional 150 000 tonnes for the next four years. The 
money it would get from selling this community asset is $16 a tonne. With the Manjimup biomass station 
proposal, the Minister for Environment set the precedent that Western Australia would not stand for the logging 
of native forests for biomass power. It was recognised that plantation resources not native forests should be burnt 
as a renewable source of energy. If the government and the minister allow this tender to go through, they will be 
not only going back on that precedent, but also setting the trend for other companies to seek and to lobby the 
government to burn the wood from our native forests.  
The wider community has already shown on countless occasions how much it values our native and old-growth 
forests as treasures to keep for the future. This government is responsible for what happens with logging in 
Western Australia. The government should not be hiding behind the forest management plan or say that 
protection of our native forests is not its responsibility. In the face of global warming, we cannot afford to lose 
our carbon stores, the values of our forests, wildlife, flora, fauna or the richness of the soil. We should not and 
this government should not ignore the concerns of the community about this waste of our natural resources. 
Therefore, I ask the government to not allow wood from our native forests to be used as biomass fuel now and 
that it�I will help the minister�create legislation to ensure that wood from native forests is never used as 
biomass to generate energy. 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Blackwood-Stirling � Minister for Forestry) [10.03 am]: I thank the member for 
Alfred Cove for raising this grievance. I certainly acknowledge her passion for the issue and I know historically 
her views on the native forest industry. I recognise in the member�s grievance the point that she is concerned 
about me hiding behind the forest management plan, and that she also made that point to me yesterday. 
However, I think it is important to highlight a bit of background to the position we find ourselves in today with 
the native forest industry. 
As I am sure the member is fully aware, the �Forest Management Plan 2004-2013� is the instrument that informs 
us what harvesting regime we can apply in a sustainable way. It was a process that took some time to get through 
and it was put in place following the ban on old-growth logging in 2001, I think, so now we find ourselves in a 
position with this policy framework in place. The framework is largely in place to give some security, I guess, to 
the native forestry industry, and its intent is to find the balance between our conservation of forest values and the 
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use of what I support as being a sustainably harvested resource. I understand that not everyone agrees with where 
the lines are drawn in the forest management plan; certainly, there are different views. I know the member has a 
strong view on where we should draw the line in the forest management plan.  

The plan is reviewed every 10 years and there has just been a mid-term review, which has been publicised by the 
Conservation Commission, and I will make a number of points about that review. It does not recommend any 
reduction in harvesting during the remaining five years of the forest management plan, nor does it cite any 
evidence that vulnerable species of flora, fauna or threatened ecological communities are at greater threat as a 
result of harvesting or related activities. The review does not provide any support for the claim that there are 
regeneration problems as a result of changes in rainfall patterns. There certainly has been compensation for 
climate change in drawing up the forest management plan. That is the most recent review of the forest 
management plan and it does not highlight any significant issues on some of the points the member made.  

If we take a close look at what is actually harvested, nothing is presently harvested that is not indicated, 
authorised or permitted under the forest management plan and all the processes under that framework. The area 
that gets harvested is directed by the markets for both first and second-grade logs. It will always be directed by 
that. There is no intent to harvest a forest to pull out low-grade residue for whatever purpose we might use. 
Dr J.M. Woollard: Minister, even the Minister for Environment said that this will increase the intensity of the 
logging and cause more harm. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am referring to the area that gets harvested. Presently, we harvest for first and second-
grade logs; that is the direction that comes from the markets for those products. As a result of that harvesting, the 
industry can choose to take up third-grade logs if they fit a particular specification that does not have a value-
adding requirement. Likewise, logs are pulled out of the coupes that are put up for third-grade logs but do not 
meet the standards, and people do not take them because they do not believe they can get value for them, so they 
are left in the coupes. When the first, second and, indeed, third-grade logs are retrieved, a fair amount of residue 
is left behind, both in the coupes and on some of the platforms in those forest coupes after they are harvested. 
Looking at this pie graph I am holding of the available resource�I am happy to show it to the member later if 
she wants to take a closer look at it�a certain proportion is first and second-grade logs, which is a valuable 
component. A certain proportion is third-grade logs, other sawlogs available, and a certain proportion is for 
firewood and includes karri thinnings as well, which means karri chips go to paper. There is a lot of residue, a 
proportion of which is simply wasted in the forest; it sits there as a product of the harvesting regime. I would 
argue�although we certainly have not signed any contract for Griffin or anyone else to take any biomass�that 
there is an argument for greater utilisation of that resource. We will never direct any more area to be harvested, 
unless there is a market for first and second-grade logs. We will not harvest any more for the sake of that lower 
grade.  
Dr J.M. Woollard: There is an argument to stop all native forest logging. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I understand that the member would have a goal and, I guess, a philosophical point of view 
of stopping all native harvesting. I make the point that I believe there is a sustainable position�a native harvest 
industry that is sustainable. The forest management plan informs us as to what can be harvested; that was put in 
place by the previous government. The mid-term review does not show any significant reason that we should not 
maintain that position. Indeed, in the next couple of years we will go into a process under the Minister for 
Environment to determine the next forest management plan. The harvesting provides low-value by-products, 
which we need to use rather than allowing them to burn in the forest. A fire regime is in place to encourage 
growth of young seedlings. If that was not in place, the first fire would wipe out the young seedlings. A lot of the 
resource which is available in the forest and which could be used to produce renewable energy is burnt.  
If we consider the full life cycle of utilisation of our native forest residues for renewable energy, even into 
biomass, we find that it actually has a positive carbon footprint, particularly if we take into account that the by-
product replaces aluminium, steel and other products that have high energy intensity. A lot of work still needs to 
be done in that area. 
I have instructed the Forest Products Commission�not recently, but prior to the member for Alfred Cove�s 
grievance�to let me know when it will consider Griffin�s position on by-products. It must be highlighted that no 
extra areas need to be harvested above what has been currently harvested to get that low-value product for use as 
potential biomass. It will be utilising what is currently wasted. 
 


