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FORESTRY — LEWIN BLOCK — CLEAR-FELLING 

Statement 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [9.53 pm]: I rise tonight to speak about the Lewin forest, a block near 
Manjimup, to the west of One Tree Bridge. Since last Friday, a number of people have been spending their days 
there and sleeping out there, waiting for the trucks to come in to start trying to log the forest. They are doing their 
best to protect this forest. The number of people interested in saving this forest and its old trees is growing day by 
day. It may not be classified as an old-growth forest, but it does contain old trees. One tree, in a photo that I have 
seen, was so big that three grown men could stand across the front of it and not meet from one side to the other of 
the tree—maybe two metres across. It is sad that the majority of people in this state think that we have protected 
old-growth forests, and they take that to mean that no older trees are being cut. But these old, 400 or maybe 
500-year-old, trees are still being cut. 

The next step is the definition of “old-growth forest”. It comes down to whether more than two stumps per hectare 
can be found in a forest. If more than two stumps can be found, it means that the forest has been logged before and 
therefore it is not old-growth forest and can be logged again. That definition really strikes to the bone with a lot of 
people. It is not what people expect; they expect better and that we would maintain these old trees as well as the 
old-growth forests. 

We have just re-signed the Regional Forest Agreement that states that we do not need the Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act or an Environmental Protection Authority approval to log these forest coupes. 
Basically, if the state says it is necessary to cut the forest, that is what happens. If we had not signed that 
Regional Forest Agreement and we required EPBC approval, maybe someone out there would say, “Wait, this is 
a bad idea. We should not be cutting these old forests.” As it is, we continue with that agreement even when 
processing sawlogs is no longer valuable. The answer to the question asked today shows that we are not even getting 
$70 a tonne for these logs and we have to weigh up the costs against that. If members look in the Forest Products 
Commission annual report, they will see that we are not making money on native forests. We could say that the 
industry is there and it is producing jobs, but we also find that Nannup mill is struggling financially and 
Auswest Timbers is up for sale and not finding any takers. They are the two largest mills we have and their assets 
are becoming just the contracts they have for those logs. That is partly because they are not able to sell the logs 
for the price it costs to process them. We are doing something wrong here. 

I would love to see a review. When will we see a review? We need to review the definition of “old-growth” so that 
we can protect the forests that we intend to protect. We should look at the high conservation forests with the old 
trees and the values that we need to maintain to have healthy forests long into the future. We also need to review 
the Forest Products Act, because it states that cutting trees should return a profit to the state. The native forest is 
not returning a profit to the state so why do we continue with the Forest Products Commission? Why not go back 
to how things were 20 years ago and put the cutting and management of forests back into the Department of 
Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions where it belongs? I would like to see a review of that to see whether 
we can go back to managing forests in the way they were formerly managed, given that we are not making a profit. 

We also talk about jobs and it is said that we are doing this to create jobs. On the one hand, we have jobs for cutting 
and shifting, and chipping and exporting the trees, but, on the other hand, if we change the way we do things and 
manage forests for the long-term health of the forest, we would still have jobs. We would have jobs in the nurseries 
growing the plants that we want to put back in to regenerate the forests that we clear-felled in the past or were 
destroyed by other means. We would have jobs planting those trees and other plants to make sure that we have 
a biodiverse system that is appropriate for the flora and fauna that we want to continue in this state. We would 
have jobs managing the forest. Why not have more training in forestry industries? Train people to assess how we 
can make a healthy forest and what we can do to manage it. That comes into the realm of fire as well. What are 
the best ways to use fire? The landscape is not the same as it was 200 years ago when we got here. The landscape 
and the climate have changed and we need to reassess how we manage and mitigate the risks from bushfire. That 
is something else that would create a lot of jobs. In addition, there is tourism. We have so much to offer. Zillions 
of tourists from South-East Asia come to see Australia’s natural assets. They want to experience living somewhere 
that is not part of a big city; they have big cities in South-East Asia. We need to expand on that and that is where 
our forests come into it. I am looking forward to some reviews on how we treat the forest. 

There is one last thing. On behalf of the people who care about the Lewin forest, I respectfully request that the 
decision to log the Lewin forest be reversed and that the forest be protected, because that is what the people of the 
state care about and that is what I think we can deliver for them. 
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