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WOOD PROCESSING (WESBEAM) AGREEMENT BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 September.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [2.53 pm]:  A while ago I listened to the comments Mr Cullity made 
on radio about the Wesbeam development.  He was very proactive in putting the proposition forward, and I 
congratulate Wesbeam Pty Ltd, the project company and Wesbeam Holdings Ltd, the holding company, on their 
agreement with the State, which has been presented to Parliament for ratification.  I support the $80 million 
development.  I understand that construction must commence by 31 December 2002.  The agreement covers a 
25-year cycle and includes provisions for the extension of the agreement.  I understand that part of the 
arrangement will meet the threshold requirements by investing $1 million a year in tree planting that will be 
suitable for reafforestation after July 2009.  I would like to know how the Government will put that arrangement 
in place, because it would be quite easy to contract somebody to plant the trees and leave the matter at that.  How 
will that process be carried out?   

The other issue I find interesting is the additional provision for extra mass and overlength vehicle permits or 
notices to enable the cartage of timber products to and from the site, and the provision of appropriate zoning on 
and around the site.  The issue of permits and extra mass on overlength vehicles is interesting.  Indeed, the latest 
edition of The Countryman highlights the fact that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure intends to place 
restrictions on truck drivers in the area, which will cost more money.  A wool carter recently stated that the 
transportation of a bale of wool from Spearwood to Fremantle costs in the vicinity of $1.40.  If he had to travel 
to the bulked-up area in Kewdale and back to Fremantle, transportation of the same bale of wool would cost 
approximately $2.50.  I want to point out the enormous impact that such a decision will have on transport, and 
the enormous advantages of being issued with a permit that allows for more produce to be transported on a truck.  
I have no problem with that at all.  Indeed, I used to hand out such permits.  The shifting of hay around the State 
to feed stock in drought areas is a typical example.  That opportunity should exist without any problems, 
provided the opportunity to transport the produce has obvious advantages.  There is a conflict, but I agree with 
the arrangements in the provision.  However, such arrangements should be extended to others because of the 
obvious economies that it would allow.   

The Bill refers to the pine plantation that may help to address the State’s salinity problem in agricultural areas.  
That is an interesting thought.  Maritime pines have been suggested in agricultural regions.  However, we must 
understand that the agricultural region is vast and it faces major salinity problems.  If such measures are put in 
place, economies of scale must be introduced to ensure that it is viable.  The suggestions that have been raised to 
combat the State’s salinity problems must be viable.  The only way we will save the agricultural areas is by 
ensuring that there is a viable farming industry, or other viable industries, in the area.   

Hon Ken Travers:  We do not argue that the project is a solution to the salinity problem.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am pointing out that that issue has been raised.  We must have a broader 
understanding of the problems before they can be addressed.  It is not simply a matter of planting a few trees and 
solving the problem.  It is about the viability of the agricultural, pine growing and processing industries.   

Another issue is that of Pinetec Pty Ltd from Bassendean, which requires about 840 cubic metres of timber a 
year.  It is talking about moving to the south between Bunbury and Bridgetown, and it may require up to 100 000 
cubic metres if that takes place.  It would obviously want assistance with shifting, but its expansion would mean 
approximately 50 new jobs.  I would like to know the Government’s attitude towards that initiative.  I support 
the initiative and make it clear that the National Party supports the initiative.  However, we must ensure that 
other people are given the same opportunity to make their operations viable.   

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [2.59 pm]:  The views of the Greens (WA) were well put by my 
colleague Hon Christine Sharp.  The additional points I will raise are specifically related to water management 
issues.  It is a great pity that Western Australia does not seem to have a comprehensive catchment management 
strategy; that is, a strategy that has an attached budget.  The thing that has surprised me most about the Wesbeam 
proposal is that it does not seem to be linked to any strategy for catchment protection in particular.  There is the 
general concept of the Gnangara regional park but the funding for that appears to be dissociated from any 
revenue measures.  The Wesbeam proposal to harvest the maritime pines is likely to result in revenues from 
more than one source.  One source will be the royalties from the pines and we know also that royalties paid to 
the State are compensated for in the negative direction by the Commonwealth Government.  We must take that 
into consideration and temper our excitement.  However, we must also remember that, theoretically, the royalties 
are meant to pay for the management of the resource.  The Greens (WA) take that to mean a whole-of-life 
management of that catchment area.  Perhaps we have forgotten in this debate that it is a water catchment area.  
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The most important water catchment area for Perth is the Gnangara water mound.  It has a range of aquifers 
beneath it at various levels such as sub-surface catchments like Yarragadee and others.  There is no doubt about 
its importance to Perth, even more so in recent years considering the changes to our rainfall patterns and the 
useable flows to our dams, rivers and ground water.  Given the importance of that, it is extraordinary that in this 
debate, the issue of water quality appears to have largely fallen off the agenda.  Pines were not just planted on 
the Gnangara mound to grow.  I am assuming they were put there as a means of using that land productively and, 
at the same time, to discourage other uses of that land. 

Hon Ken Travers:  No, that was not the reason. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Hon Ken Travers says that may well be the value of having that plantation.  We have 
never properly put in place catchment protection policies and funding strategies in Western Australia.  That 
should not mean that in 2002 we are stupid enough to do something that will appear to bring in revenue but, in 
any real cost benefit analysis, put it at risk through inappropriate activities, which is probably one of the most 
stupid things that could be done with a water catchment area.  Fortunately, agricultural activities that involve the 
use of pesticides, herbicides and so on do not occur on that mound at the moment.  However, if, at some stage, 
the Government is silly enough to allow housing in that area to any great extent, it would be extremely difficult 
to police activities on individual properties.  Unfortunately, the temptation for Governments and Treasuries in 
particular to see that area as unused land for which it can obtain revenue is almost irresistible.  I can see the 
salivation running down the mouths of treasury officers and the Treasurer.  However, it is a short-sighted 
concept.  That water source is important to not only Perth but also the surrounding areas because it also feeds 
into the wider Kalgoorlie water source, which is desperately concerning to many of the people living along that 
pipeline.  Considering the importance of this water source to others, it should not be put at further risk, which 
includes the potential for it to be used for housing or some other use in the future.  

The lack of clarity about what will happen with reafforestation is of great concern.  Earlier, I referred to two 
main sources of revenue.  The royalties formed one revenue source, which may or may not be that useful 
depending on what impact they have on this State’s federal grants.  The second source is the revenue from the 
extra water that is likely to be released.  There is some dispute about whether that is a net amount.  If it is 36 
gigalitres, is that net of any regrowth native vegetation that will be planted and what is the extent of that 
regrowth or replanting; will it cover the whole area, part of the area or will some of the area be reserved for 
future housing?  That extra water also has a commercial value.  The value of water available to scheme water - 
once pumped because of pumping and treatment costs - is conservatively estimated at around $1 million per 
gigalitre.  These days, water sources have the potential to cost even more because we are running out of our most 
easily accessible and best quality water sources.  It is an extremely valuable resource.  If 36 gigalitres of water a 
year were released through the removal of pines from that mound, then that extra revenue should be accounted 
for in the process.  However, under our current water system, the cost of water to consumers, whether they be 
irrigators, scheme water users or industry users, does not appear to cover the cost of catchment protection.  The 
budget of the Water and Rivers Commission does not seem to cover it.  The Water Corporation does not see it as 
its core business and even with its high profit margin, there has been a substantial and energetic effort to shift the 
cost of water treatment to other people. 

The Wesbeam agreement epitomises the lack of clear policy in relation to water management.  If we had a clear 
catchment policy - that is, a clear budget and revenue source for the management of catchment areas - anything 
that happened in relation to the harvesting of those pines would have to link in and match up with the catchment 
protection policy.  Unfortunately, I have been getting signals from Hon Ken Travers that Gnangara was never 
meant to be a water catchment area.  I find that extraordinary.  It is true that other areas in the State serve as 
water catchment areas.  Over time, I have asked a range of questions about this topic.  There is a 10-kilometre by 
10-kilometre lens over the Gingin ground water area, which has recently been identified and on which there is no 
specific catchment protection policy.  Theoretically, pesticides, herbicides or nutrients could be used over those 
catchment areas that are inappropriate and could damage those future water resources.  However, the 
mechanisms to protect those areas are not in place at the moment and there is no funding for that purpose.  I have 
asked many questions about the Helena River, its tributaries and other catchment areas and discovered that it is 
considered desirable to protect those catchments.  It might be necessary in the next 10 years to provide that 
protection or there might be some budget in the future to do so, but there is not necessarily one at the moment.  
We do not have a mechanism within our water pricing policy to deal with these issues.  Although the water 
pricing policy might be one of the issues that comes up in the water symposium in October - who knows what 
will come up due to the rather dodgy way in which the Government is organising it - there is no guarantee that it 
will link up to many of the other issues that deal with water use.  In relation to the Gnangara mound, what will 
happen to the quality of that water and how can we make sure that that quality is protected?  If the maritime 
pines were chosen because they were a useful pine and suited that soil type and the draw from the pines was 
reduced what would happen, given the current dry seasons?  At what stage  might that balance be achieved?  
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People can make back-of-the-envelope calculations and hydrologists can make decisions.  However, they have 
been wrong on a number of other issues recently because of the extraordinary differences in climatic conditions.  
In the future, the Government might need to make decisions based on salinity, pollution or water quality or water 
quantity issues associated with climate change and, therefore, it might need to provide further protection.  It 
might discover that the cost of replacing maritime pines with native plants is greater than it had anticipated.  
Which provision under this agreement will enable the Government to make those changes?   

The state agreement Act provides certainty to the proponent.  Although that sounds very congenial, it requires 
both sides to agree to make a change.  If the public interest requires a reduction in the cut or the harvesting 
arrangements either at Gnangara or in the wheatbelt, which have been agreed to for a long time under the state 
agreement Act, how much leeway does the Act provide for the State Government, which looks after the public 
interest, to make a unilateral decision?  I argue that those Acts were never designed to achieve good public 
policy outcomes.  The Act was never designed for the Government to enter into a commercial agreement and 
then, for public policy reasons, decide to reduce the level of cut at Gnangara because there are not enough pines 
to replace them.  People in the wheatbelt were encouraged to plant ridge pines in areas that have severe water 
table problems.  They have not been able to access sufficient seedlings or seed technology in order to plant the 
number of pines they need to.  They have been pushed to make available a certain amount of land for planting 
but the Government and government agencies have not kept up their end of the bargain.   

We do not know what the situation will be in the future.  Does this agreement enable water and land care 
management to be integrated with land care, sound public policy and water quality for areas other than 
Gnangara?  Unfortunately, state agreement Acts are not the ideal vehicle for doing this.  It has been said that we 
will never get this type of world-scale Wesbeam plant without this agreement.  That may be true.  However, it 
may also be true that the scale is not critical for that type of plant.  Hon Jim Scott said that he produced his own 
laminated beams when he was building.  I am not saying that is the sort of scale about which I am thinking.  That 
kind of industry can be operated at the scale that we choose.  In the past, we have been offered many projects 
that might be inappropriate to either the Australian or the world market because of their scale.  Scale should not 
be based only on the market; most appropriately, the scale should take into account the resource and its good 
management.  Sometimes we are pushed into agreements because we are told that the operation is viable only if 
it is operated at a certain scale.  I am not sure whether that is the ideal reason on which to base a decision.  A 
number of projects, including the various woodchipping state agreement Acts, have pushed in that direction.   
We in this State must grow up and wean ourselves off the corporate welfare model, because that is exactly what 
it is.  It means that the Government provides special benefits to one company when, potentially, other people 
would like to access that resource.  I understand that under the national competition policy, each state agreement 
Act is meant to undertake a full public inquiry.  I wonder how open that process will be.  The indicative review 
of three secret state agreement Acts under the national competition policy, which were eventually revealed to the 
public, gives me no hope that a review of this agreement Act will be full and frank if it takes place.  I do not 
know whether companies will be invited to make submissions to that inquiry.  They might feel that they have not 
been given an opportunity to access these resources for their own use that would provide employment in their 
areas.  Would the general public be invited to make submissions to a public interest inquiry under national 
competition policy, which is required of any new state agreement Act?  I would be happy if the parliamentary 
secretary could provide information about how and when that review is likely to take place.  I am sure that 
participants from other industries who feel unhappy about this current agreement would like to make 
submissions to it.   
As Hon Jim Scott mentioned, any agreement that locks up a public resource for such a long time in this current 
climate is rather dangerous.  Other options are available.  The Government has not tried to put the resource out 
for tender.  The industry has not been asked for its opinion and advertisements were not placed in the Western 
Australian media to find out the level of interest in the industry to use the Gnangara pine resource over a more 
appropriate time.  Although everybody is in favour of value-added industries, who can say that Wesbeam Pty Ltd 
is the only option for value adding?  Why can the industry not work out who is willing to tender and provide a 
good price for the resource in an effective and reasonable time scale?  It could discover a way to incorporate the 
Government’s ability to use proper public policy checks and balances now or in the future that did not 
necessarily tie up a resource that does not necessarily exist; for example, the potential pine resource growing in 
the wheatbelt.  A number of people are interested in growing pine and have already planted pines in ridges in the 
wheatbelt.  They do not consider that their best interests lie in linking up to a major Perth manufacturer.  A 
number of people in the wheatbelt would prefer to use mobile mills in order to have some control over the 
harvesting of their pines. 
Hon Ken Travers:  Are these privately-owned plantations?  
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  They are private plantations in conjunction with government land care projects that are 
likely to yield a commercial benefit from the future harvest.  
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Hon Ken Travers:  Are they on private land?  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yes.  I am talking about the potential in the future for private farmers not to be pushed 
into accepting a cheap price for their resource for one major producer and processor in Western Australia.  They 
want to make sure that they can harvest at a time that is best for them, which is not unreasonable.  They would 
like a mobile mill and they would like to have more power than the very strict contracts currently provide.  They 
would also like to decide what happens.  The cost of transporting timber to a central mill a long way away 
removes the viability of many of these projects.  If the Government wants to promote a win-win situation in the 
wheatbelt, it must allow farmers to have some control over the outcome of their timber.  
Hon Ken Travers interjected.  
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The parliamentary secretary said that this Bill will not impact on those people.  I do not 
know whether it is accurate, but their advice is that their attempts to get a small amount of funding for a mobile 
mill will be off the agenda if this Wesbeam proposal goes ahead.  They are having a field day in Gillingarra on 
16 October.  I am sure they would be pleased to know that that is definitely not the case.  They would like to 
know that they could receive funds for a relatively small, local mobile mill so that they could continue to do 
what they want.  I would be thrilled if the Government could provide them with that certainty.  They were told 
that, because of the Wesbeam proposal, the Government is putting all its eggs in one basket and is putting its 
resources into a major mill.  That means that people from other parts of the State will find their job options and 
opportunities limited.  The potential to integrate win-win situations at a regional level may also be restricted 
because the Government will say that it has spent X amount of money.  That has happened very often with land 
care proposals.  The Government says that it has spent so much money and that is all it has budgeted for over the 
next 10 years or so.  If it is not the case, and there is to be some assistance for win-win situations at a local level, 
I would like to be assured that we have not been so silly as to overcommit a resource in such a way that 
everybody who gets some assistance for putting in pines in the future will perhaps have at least some moral 
pressure to sign up to the Wesbeam proposal at a very uneconomical rate.  The very low rates indicated by my 
colleague Hon Christine Sharp will possibly depress the market for pine in Western Australia for a very long 
time.  That is a very poor outcome.  

Hon Ken Travers:  The contract price in the agreement is the contract price that the Forest Products Commission 
is applying to Wesbeam.  If Wesbeam wants to go and share the forest with other people who want pine, that is 
its business.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  It is clear from Hon Christine Sharp’s speech that the very fact that a contract with 
very low prices exists now has been the basis upon which this price was negotiated, because it links to that price.  
Hon Christine Sharp has indicated clearly that these are considerably better managed and better quality forests 
than those sold at the previous low price.  The fact that two major projects exist at that level will mean that for 
every major project that comes up in the future a company will argue for the same price.  It will go to the 
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission and say that it is not fair that the other company is getting 
for a certain price.  This is madness.   

The Government should encourage pinaster ridge planting for heavily waterlogged areas and thus create a win-
win situation for many areas in which farmers are pulling out their hair trying to keep their farms and preserve 
their wetlands.  They are also very conscious of the biodiversity in their area, and they can see how the 
encroachment will affect that biodiversity.  For all those reasons, the Government should not do anything to 
depress the market, reduce the funding available, or reduce the number of seedlings available to some other 
people who may not be willing to sign up to a very low price to link into the current government proposals for 
the Wesbeam project.  This has implications for water quality and water management and potentially dangerous 
implications for the success of win-win processes in the agricultural region for salinity and water quality.  I 
therefore join with Hon Christine Sharp in saying that, unfortunately, this Bill does not meet the goals of 
sustainable economic, environmental or social management.  Although it appears to have some good aspects, 
unfortunately it appears to put the Office of Major Projects in charge of something that should have been in the 
hands of people who are interested in and geared up to manage our precious resources.  

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [3.23 pm]:  I have no wish to unduly delay the passage of this 
Bill, but I have a few questions for the parliamentary secretary.  Others have made mention of what they see as 
the transport difficulty, so I will not go down that path. 

There was mention in the second reading speech that the construction of the plant must be commenced by 31 
December 2002, and the plant must be completed and must commence operations by 31 December 2004.  
However, there appears to be a six-month gap.  I am not sure if this will affect anything.  According to the 
second reading speech, the timber is to be made available over a 25-year period from 1 July 2004.  The plant will 
not be up and running until 31 December, six months later.  I do not know if I am reading it wrong, or whether 
there is a buffer in there to assist the company.   
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Mention has already been made of the company being required to spend $1 million a year on replanting over a 
period of 18 years.  Can the parliamentary secretary give some indication of what percentage of the total timber 
requirement that $1 million might provide?  I am referring to the monetary value; it has nothing to do with cubic 
metres of pine.  I understand from the Leader of the House that the Government may be spending some money 
on new plantings as well.  I would like the parliamentary secretary to explain that, because this agreement covers 
planting only over an 18-year period, which expires on 30 June 2027, while the option goes for a 25-year period.   

It was mentioned in the second reading speech that this plant will be the catalyst to bring forward a 1 000-hectare 
industrial estate at Neerabup, off Flynn Drive.  It is proposed that the plant will take up one per cent of that, or 
10 hectares.  The agreement makes available to the company the option of taking up a further five hectares.  It 
will in fact be using 1.5 per cent of the total industrial estate - 15 hectares out of 1 000.  The agreement mentions 
certain zoning restrictions on the surrounding land, meaning the other 98.5 per cent of the area.  

Hon Ken Travers:  The area is appended in the schedule to the Bill.  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Yes, it is.  It talks about colours, but unfortunately these are photocopies.  I think we 
can guess what it is.  It is in the Bill itself.  We can see the original 10 hectares and the additional five.  It would 
certainly be, by way of estimation, about 1.5 per cent of the total area outlined on the map.  Mention has been 
before of the whole asset - the pine forest - being tied up in this agreement for a long period.  Does this condition 
of the agreement also tie up the other 98.5 per cent of the industrial area for a long period?  

Hon Ken Travers:  The agreement certainly requires the area to maintain a zoning that is consistent with the 
plant being located there.  It is currently zoned that way.  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is my only concern; it must be maintained over a very long period, perhaps 50 
years.  Does that preclude the Government from stepping in to excise any of that land to use for another purpose 
at some time in the future?  It appears as though the zoning of the land is constrained for 50 years.   

Hon Ken Travers:  The zoning can be changed, but it would have to be a zoning that is consistent with the plant 
being located there.  
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is correct, but the constraint remains that the land use is therefore limited.  I do 
not know to what extent, because I cannot see into the future.  I just bring that to the attention of the 
parliamentary secretary.  
I am sure that my constituents will be asking how much of the Gnangara forest will be provided to the company.  
There is mention in the agreement of 4.12 million cubic metres, but there is no mention of the number of 
hectares, particularly over the Gnangara mound, that it is intended the company be able to use.  
Hon Ken Travers:  About 80 per cent of the timber the company requires will come from the Gnangara mound.   
Hon Christine Sharp interjected. 
Hon Ken Travers:  Some of the other timber on the mound is already allocated to other companies, Pinetec Ltd 
being one of them.  With all the contracts, the whole of the existing plantation will eventually be taken from the 
mound.  
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I ask the parliamentary secretary to provide that information in his reply, so that it will 
be recorded in Hansard.  The committee notes on this Bill state -  

Subclause (2) relates to the Company having certain rights to an additional 90,000 m3/a of timber (if 
available within a geographic radius of 250 kilometres of its plant site) of wider specifications than for 
timber to be supplied under the Production Contract. 

I ask the parliamentary secretary to provide some indication of what is meant by those wider specifications.   
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.31 pm]:  I thank all members who 
have supported the Bill, and those who have supported the project if not the Bill, for their comments.  I will 
hopefully address a number of questions that were raised during the second reading debate.  I will commence 
with the issue Hon Ray Halligan finished with and which was also raised by the Leader of the Opposition - the 
additional rights to the 90 000 cubic metres of timber.  The plant will be built to eventually have a capacity of 
250 000 cubic metres of timber, but the initial contract is for 160 000 cubic metres.  That is why there is an 
additional contract for 90 000 cubic metres, if it is available on an average annual take.  It could be argued that a 
world-scale plant of this nature would have a capacity greater than 250 000 cubic metres.  Plants built in other 
parts of the world have a capacity of at least 250 000 cubic metres.  The additional contract provides that if the 
Government can identify additional timber, the company will have first rights to that timber.  The minister in the 
other House commented on this issue.  I am sure the Leader of this House will correct me if I am wrong, but at 
this stage that timber is not available.  The agreement is appended in schedule 1.  The specifications have been 
broadened to allow for a wider range of timber product to be provided. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  The fact that the resource available is predominantly pinus pinaster rather than radiata makes 
the relatively small size of the plant economic.   
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Yes, because maritime pine is a slightly stronger pine. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Much stronger.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will make some further comments a bit later about the process this and the previous 
Government has gone through to get this plant up and running.  It has been an exercise of trying to attract a plant 
of this nature to this State, and not necessarily the reverse of having a resource and lots of people wanting to 
build the plant.  The process has involved trying to work out how to find a lead user to take the volume of wood 
available and get an economic return.  As members have mentioned, it provides a value added outlet for the 
State’s timber, and does not interfere with existing customers in any way, shape or form.  Existing customers 
already have contracts.   

The second 25-year supply right was negotiated against the company’s commitment to spend $1 million a year 
on tree planting.  It is based upon the timber being available.  If no timber is available, there is no obligation on 
the Government to go ahead with it.   

A number of members have raised issues on the price of the timber.  The price of the timber for the second 25-
year contract will be set at the time of entering into that contract.  The Government is not setting the price now 
for a resource in 50 years time.  The Government has made no guarantee that any timber will be available.  We 
expect this plant to be a success.  If timber is available, I am sure that the company will be keen to continue the 
economic life of its plant beyond that time.  The pricing and commercial issues will be decided at that time.   

The Government faced the issue of how to attract a project of this nature and size to the community.  A number 
of members have asked why we are entering into a state agreement Act.  I will go through the specifics.  
Members have asked why the Government has gone down the path of providing the contract for the land on 
these terms, which includes stamp duty and other issues.  At the end of the day, the Government has made 
commercial decisions to attract and establish this plant in this State.  It is a bit like buying a house; when a final 
price is agreed after negotiation, one often wonders whether the house could have been bought for $1 000 
cheaper.  The person who accepts the offer probably also sits down and wonders whether he could have got 
another $1 000 out of the sale.  The Government has relied on the opinions of the professional staff of 
government agencies to assist in making the assessment on the totality of the package that was required to attract 
a project of this size and scale.  Governments for a number of years have recognised the need to attract a project 
of this scale, because we have a resource that needs to be removed from the Gnangara mound over the next 25 
years.  The Government wanted to make sure that it could be done effectively.   

The Leader of the Opposition commented on the size of the second 25-year supply right being 250 000 cubic 
metres a year.  That was obviously anticipated as the capacity of the laminated veneer lumber plant at that stage.   

I note the comments of a number of members about the timetable in which to approve the Bill.  I note that this 
issue was raised with the minister in the other House.  He has taken on board the comments that have been made.  
There is urgency to begin clearing the timber on the mound, particularly in certain parts, because of the water 
issues involved.  There is also urgency to get this project under way because there is a window in the 
marketplace at the moment.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  A 25-year window?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I am talking about the reason the Government wants to get the Bill through quickly and 
get on with the project.  There is a window in terms of getting the project up and running.  The Government is 
keen to see this Bill passed for all those reasons.  The company is certainly keen to proceed as quickly as 
possible.  The Government appreciates the support of members in assisting with the progression of the Bill.   

The Leader of the Opposition commented about the expectations on LandCorp.  LandCorp will carry out 
earthworks on the site and install the necessary infrastructure including water, power, telecommunications and 
an access road.  LandCorp is ready to go with the development.  It is awaiting the final approval of the 
agreement through this parliamentary process.  Obviously LandCorp has gone as far as it can in getting the 
tender process under way and in getting ready for this project, subject to the final go ahead, which will obviously 
be the enactment of this Act.  As members have mentioned, and as was mentioned in the second reading speech, 
Wesbeam will be the lead tenant on the Neerabup industrial estate.  The Leader of the Opposition raised the 
issue of the terms of the agreement between LandCorp and the company.  That agreement was commercially 
negotiated and is not a formal part of the state agreement.  It is part of the commercial decisions that have been 
made by the Government, as Governments in this State have done over many years, to attract investment and 
create employment opportunities of this magnitude.   
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With regard to the management of noise, the plant will be subject to the Environmental Protection Act.  Hon Ray 
Halligan raised the issue of a buffer zone.  The existing zonings are compatible with the establishment of this 
project, and the agreement contains a commitment by the Government that it will not seek to rezone the land to 
another zoning that will be incompatible with the project.  That will give the proponents some security, because 
they will be putting in a significant amount of infrastructure and want an assurance that the land around the 
project will retain its current zoning.  That is not dissimilar to the operation of the town planning scheme with 
regard to existing uses.   

The Leader of the Opposition asked where the figure of $80 million came from and what will we get for that 
money.  The $80 million is Wesbeam’s estimate of the capital cost of building the plant to produce up to 100 000 
cubic metres of engineered timber products; namely, laminated veneer lumber, dry veneer plywood and I-joists. 
The project will create 140 jobs in the plant and 20 jobs in harvesting.  Those are the direct jobs.  Members have 
talked about the revegetation of the Gnangara mound.  That will create other indirect jobs and opportunities.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Will that come out of the $80 million? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The $80 million is the investment that will be made by the company.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Who will pay far the revegetation? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I am going through the points that have been raised.  That was certainly one of the points 
that was raised, and I will get to that at the appropriate time.   
The Leader of the Opposition also raised the question of the market for LVL.  The Government is confident that 
there is a market for this product.  Obviously the main risk will be borne by the company.  In making that 
significant investment of $80 million in the infrastructure for this project, the company obviously also believes 
there is a market for this product.  It is not an issue for the state agreement Act.  We are relying on the 
company’s view about that matter.  Hon Christine Sharp mentioned that issues like the end of the use of old-
growth timber will increase the demand for these products in the domestic market.  There is also, as mentioned 
in the second reading speech, a growing international market.   
The Leader of the Opposition raised the issue of other timber products.  It is not foreshadowed at this time that 
the company will produce other timber products, although the state agreement Act is flexible in that it allows the 
Government to approve alternative products if technologies allow those new products to be produced in the 
future.  The Leader of the Opposition also asked some questions about the tender process.  Wesbeam’s right to 
negotiate for this timber has a long history.   
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 1663.] 

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
 


