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OLD GROWTH FORESTS POLICY, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT 
Urgency Motion 

The PRESIDENT (Hon John Cowdell):  I received the following letter this morning - 

Dear Mr President 

It is my intention to move today pursuant to Standing Order No 72 that the Council consider as a matter 
of urgency the failure in decision-making and co-ordination by the Government in implementing its Old 
Growth Forests Policy and its callous disregard for the social and economic impact on the people of the 
South West. 

Yours sincerely 

Hon Peter Foss QC MLC 

Member for East Metropolitan Region 

The member will require the support of four members in order to move the motion. 
[At least four members rose in their places.] 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [3.56 pm]:  I move the motion.  I will start with an illustrative fable.  
An emperor goes to a far eastern village and announces that, as a matter of policy, he intends to hang 90 per cent 
of the residents.  Each day he will choose someone randomly from the population and toss a coin.  If it comes up 
heads the person will be hanged, and if it comes up tails the person will be returned to the group to be selected 
again.  The emperor will continue doing this until either 90 per cent of the population has gone or two years has 
passed.  After a period, the emperor finds he does not have to hang people because they are committing suicide 
at an enormous rate due to the uncertainty of their lives and because they cannot face the situation any more. 
When I was the Minister for Health, I saw how human beings cannot handle uncertainty, especially women who 
were to have mammograms.  In Western Australia at the time, women who had mammograms had to wait one 
month to find out whether the mammogram meant life or death.  They could face a death sentence with dignity - 
any human being is able to face a sentence of death with dignity - but very few people can face the uncertainty of 
not knowing whether they will live or die.  Over the past 18 months, the people of the south west have been 
“hanged” daily by this Government.  They do not know who will live or die.  The only real certainty comes with 
hanging.  The only certainty this Government has been able to give to many of these people is to tell them that 
they do not have a job; they are out of business.  They have certainty; the rest still have uncertainty.  This is due 
to the supposed process of decision-making in which the Government has engaged.  I remember the newly 
appointed Minister for Forestry attending a Timber Communities Australia breakfast and saying that he hoped to 
have some idea of allocations in the next month or so.  As time went on, the distance became greater.  Something 
else always had to happen before they could be told!  One of the latest excuses was that allocations could not be 
made because the forest management plan had not been agreed to.  We were told that nothing could be done until 
the forest management plan was implemented.  That is rubbish because the Government has received a 
somewhat irate letter from the Environmental Defender’s Office telling it that it could sign contracts and that 
those contracts could be implemented despite anything the forest management plan says.  If entered into now, the 
contracts could be implemented.  The Leader of the House should have a copy of the letter; I am sure Hon 
Christine Sharp has one. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We are also aware it is regarded as legal nonsense. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is not legal nonsense.  It indicates that the Government knows it can enter into those 
contracts.  It has already entered into some.  The Government had no trouble in dealing with the people in 
Greenbushes and Nannup.  Why does it have trouble with other people?  We on this side of the House have 
indicated to the Government that we will support an allocation of 180 000 cubic metres for jarrah.  It is 
paramount to our ultimate decision on the forest management plan, which we will support.  The Government will 
have no trouble whatsoever in making sure that Parliament approves the forest management plan, which allows 
for 180 000 cubic meters for jarrah.  I have given the Government that assurance before and I give it now.  Our 
leader in the other place has also given that assurance.  That is our view. 
Hon Kim Chance:  But it would offend the Conservation and Land Management Act.  
Hon PETER FOSS:  I have seen the Act.  Parliament will finally decide on the make-up of the forest 
management plan. 
Hon Kim Chance:  We could amend the Conservation and Land Management Act I suppose.  
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Hon PETER FOSS:  Exactly.  We can make that decision; we will support the Government.  We could take 
jarrah, for instance.  The Government asked for expressions of interest for an allocation of 140 000 cubic metres 
but with hope that it might be more like 180 000 cubic metres because at the time it was reviewing other pieces 
of land that may or may not have been available for further timber.  We were told that there would be a complete 
scientific analysis of the impacts of that allocation.  Once that analysis was given, we were told that up to 
185 000 cubic metres would be available.  What happens when the Government finally decides on the amount it 
will allocate?  It will go back to 160 000 cubic metres.  This is like the Government saying to people that today it 
will offer them a little bit of life and the hope of a little bit more tomorrow, and then taking it back again.  How 
cruel can one be?  It is not surprising when one knows the decision-making processes that go on within 
government.  The Minister for Forestry has come to understand the value, the worth and the needs of the forestry 
industry and all the associated industries.  At first, the Minister for the Environment and Heritage had no idea of 
what the impacts were and went around making all sorts of wonderful announcements.  She also has a 
responsibility.  However, in time, being a sensible and intelligent woman, she has also worked out that real 
people are involved - not just trees - and are hurting.  The Minister for Tourism, Hon Clive Brown, is responsible 
for doling out the money that is supposed to be compensation to these people for being hanged.  The trouble is 
that the process is extraordinarily slow and confusing.  Anybody who has been through the process will say how 
unbelievably protracted it is.  I asked a question some time ago about how much money had been handed out, 
and I hope to finally get an answer today.  Does the minister know the answer?  One would think that the 
Government would have that information at its fingertips.  It is an important issue for these people.  Why am I 
told that the answer is not available? 

Hon Kim Chance:  When did you ask that question? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I asked it originally on 14 August and I tried again later. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Was it a question on notice? 
Hon PETER FOSS:  I did not ask the minister.  I asked the parliamentary secretary representing the minister - 
Hon Kim Chance:  Those figures are available.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  They should be by now because I asked for them originally on 14 August.  I hope to ask the 
question today and get an answer. 
Hon Kim Chance:  The figures are available on a day-to-day basis but you have given me no notice.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  I would like to have them. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Give me notice and I will give you an answer.  
Hon PETER FOSS:  I have given notice and I hope to get an answer today.  Last time I gave a week’s notice and 
did not get an answer.  I hoped the answer would be provided instantly.  However, the problem is that none of 
those ministers is making decisions.  The decisions are made by the bureaucrats in the Premier’s office.  We 
know how the Government got elected.  It got elected on this political policy.  I do not think anyone is happy 
with this decision.  We would like the appropriate ministers to be making the decisions.  Actually, I would like 
one minister to make the decision because this issue is sufficiently important to deserve to have one minister take 
full responsibility for it.  The Premier could give a minister the authority to resolve these matters so that we do 
not have to keep going around in circles.  The impact this is having on ordinary people is absolutely incredible.  
Hon Kim Chance:  You acknowledge that you would have to change the Conservation and Land Management 
Act.  
Hon PETER FOSS:  I have said that we will do whatever needs to be done.  If the Government wants to bring in 
180 000 cubic metres, we will support it.  We have never resiled from that.  We have made it clear that we will 
do whatever is necessary to solve the problem.  One of the extraordinary things about this issue relates to the 
document titled “Draft Forest Management Plan Social and Economic Impacts”.  Page 97 of the document is 
quite interesting and states - 

In summary, while this assessment has highlighted generic social and economic impacts that may occur 
as a result of a reduction in sustained yield under the final FMP; due to time constraints, further 
exploration of these perceived impacts has not been possible.  While the assessment has identified 
perceived impacts across stakeholder groups, it is evident that consultation on the FMP and its 
components is required to work with stakeholder groups through each of their specific impact issues.  
This will be essential to the effectual implementation of the final FMP.  

Anybody would have known, even before the election took place, that the implementation of this policy would 
have a social and economic impact upon people.  One would have hoped that as a priority, this Government 
would have tried to find out what that impact would be so that it could provide solutions for it.  When did the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 10 September 2002] 

 p540b-548a 
President; Hon Peter Foss; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Kim Chance; Hon Paddy 

Embry; Hon Barry House 

 [3] 

Government commission this policy?  My understanding is that it was commissioned, or it went out to contract, 
in November last year.  The Government did not decide until November that it should find out about the social 
and economic impacts of the policy on people!  What about the people involved?  Where do people figure in this 
situation?  One may accept the view that Hon Christine Sharp has about trees, with which I do not agree, but I 
hope that when that view is implemented, the effect it has on people is taken into account.  These people are 
engaged in an industry that in many ways is one of the most environmentally satisfactory, because trees regrow - 
even Hon Christine Sharp has said that in this House.  We do not have to mine metal and we do not have to clear 
land for farming or cover it in houses, industry, doctors’ surgeries and hospitals.  Forests remain where they are 
and, whatever one thinks, people have been logging them for decades.  Therefore, if we change that process we 
will have an impact on those people.  One of the worst impacts that our policies can have on their lives is the 
uncertainty they provide about their futures.  The effect of uncertainty on their health, their wellbeing and their 
outlook is enormous.  Uncertainty about their futures is bad in itself, apart from the decision that has to be made.  
In some ways the waiting has been worse than the decision itself.  If a person knows he will hang today, he can 
face it.  However, what effect does holding off for 18 months to two years on whether to hang that person have 
on him and his loved ones?  What effect does it have on the businesses in his town?  What effect does it have on 
the people who are thinking about investing in that area?  We all know that economic activity is based on 
confidence.  One of the most important indicators of economic forecast is economic confidence; confidence in 
the economy of the future.  That is what determines whether people will be prepared to invest or spend their 
money or whether they will bail out and do nothing.  This Government did not even bother to do a social impact 
study until November - the minister can correct me if I am wrong - and it started working on it only six to eight 
weeks ago.  The economic impact review should have been started the day that Labor got into Government.  
Another one should have been done by now and a further one should be done after the FMP is in place.  Unless 
we know what impact the policy is having on people, how can the solutions be planned for and the problems 
dealt with?   

Many people who have read this draft forest management plan say it is wrong.  Some of the Greens (WA) say it 
is exaggerated and everybody else says it underestimated its impact.  The local member for the area, Hon Paul 
Omodei, has not even been asked for comment.  What sort of consultation with stakeholder groups is it if the one 
person to whom everybody goes when they have problems is not consulted?  It cannot be denied that Hon Paul 
Omodei is a darned good local member.  People go to him for help.  Whenever he can, he provides that help.  
Everybody knows that Hon Paul Omodei is the person to whom people of that area resort on a regular basis.  Yet 
he has not been approached.  What sort of consultation is that?  Whether a person agrees or disagrees with the 
policy - I do not agree with it - and assuming that the election was fought on that basis and the decision was 
made, my real complaint is that good government requires that it be implemented in a manner that takes into 
account the interests of the community.  I would like the Minister for Agriculture to go to Dean Mill. 
Hon Kim Chance:  I have been there on a number of occasions.  
Hon PETER FOSS:  I know.  Dean Mill is a fantastic place.  It would have to be one of the most impressive 
towns to which I have ever been.  It is an old, traditional mill town.  
Hon Kim Chance:  It has a good footy team, too.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I know; one has to be careful when playing that team.  It is a great, traditional town.  A lot 
of this argument on trees is about the heritage of trees.  I would like to talk about the heritage of people.  I know 
that you, Mr President, would be thrilled about the heritage of that town, knowing your interest in Labor 
industrial history.  Dean Mill is a gem.  However, Dean Mill, as a town, will die and disappear.  Dean Mill is a 
typical Labor town; it is a town of people who have worked in the timber industry.  Those people deserve the 
loyalty of the Labor Party, but they have had to turn to us because they are not getting that loyalty from the 
Labor Party.  Dean Mill will disappear, and a chapter of Labor history will disappear with it.  If I cannot 
interest -  
Hon Kim Chance:  Why will it disappear? 
Hon PETER FOSS:  The minister knows that at least half of the people will go.  
HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [4.11 pm]:  There is so much to say in the nine minutes and 49 
seconds in which I have to speak that I do not quite know where to start.  The fundamental bottom line for the 
Greens and me - what makes us Greens as opposed to belonging to some other movement or priority in life - is 
that we believe that we cannot cheat on the ecosystem or what is fundamentally sustainable.  A lot of the 
argument today needs to come back to that basic truth, and to the role the state forest plays in the bioregion of 
the south west and the very compelling arguments about the need to take a long-term view on sustainable yield 
and ecological sustainability.  The current draft forest management plan contains some important proposals that 
clearly underpin an approach that just begins to grasp a notion of ecologically sustainable forest management.  In 
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recognising that a small-scale timber industry can continue, it must be noted that it can do so only if the impacts 
of that industry do not threaten the many species that live and find refuge in the forest from a wider region that 
was once forested all the way from the coast to the goldfields.  That belt of state forest remains as the final 
refuge for many species.  It is critical that those species be protected in perpetuity; indeed, we have international 
obligations on biodiversity.  That is why it is absolutely critical that the mature habitat zones proposal is 
supported, so that 200 out of every 1 000 hectares that are available for logging in old-growth patches are 
protected for fauna.  That support would enable us to at least have a timber industry that has some kind of green 
credentials.   

I have described the forest management plan in various forums as being the last chance forest management plan, 
because I sincerely believe that if the timber industry and the Government that is in charge of this situation do 
not come to grips with the fundamental need to recognise, first and foremost, that those forests must be protected 
for their conservation values, there will be an inevitable, ever-growing pressure to entirely close down the timber 
industry.  Not only that, but also if we persist in this bid to log at unsustainable levels, there will simply be no 
logs available in the future of a size that is suitable for sawmilling.  All that will be left is a residue of the 
resource.  This is the last chance forest management plan.  One would think that this would cause a massive 
timber scare, because the timber industry faces a situation in which there will be a potentially low cut.  The 
social and economic impacts outlined in the document referred to by Hon Peter Foss would leave the industry in 
an impossible situation.  However, one of the extraordinary things in this debate is that the forest management 
plans, which are putting before us various levels of acceptable logging, are based on an allocation system that 
allows the timber industry to waste the timber resource.  For example, two to three logs are left on the log 
landings and the forest floor for every one log that is taken as a sawmill resource.  Native forests are continuing 
to be logged based on a system that is fundamentally profligate towards the resource; one log is accepted as 
having sawmill characteristics while two or three logs are left to rot.  This is an astounding situation.  The forest 
management plans clearly identify that half a million cubic metres of this resource, which are not allocated 
through the system, are left behind every year.  However, the industry does not want to discuss or negotiate on 
that resource.  The industry is behaving in a scandalous way.  It scarcely deserves any resource when it is 
propping up a system that is fundamentally and inherently wasteful.   

The refusal to consider reform of the allocation system is about managing the impact on Wesfarmers Limited 
and Sotico Pty Ltd, and protecting the investment at Dean Mill and the Manjimup processing centre.  I would 
like to put on the record that Sotico and Wesfarmers will sell out of this investment once this is finally sorted 
out.  That will probably occur at about this time next year.  Those companies are doing everything they can to 
prop up the value of that investment.  They will get out once they have used their spokespeople, who purport to 
be speaking on behalf of poor timber workers but who actually are there to protect the Wesfarmers-Sotico 
investment.  I will outline the record of Paul Omodei, who Hon Peter Foss mentioned a few minutes ago, and the 
deal he negotiated for Nannup.  The way Paul Omodei handled that shake-up in Nannup was such a pity.  Sotico 
tendered for buyers of the mill.  Let us face it, the Nannup mill was virtually worthless - it was just a pile of 
scrap metal.  The valuable thing was the resource.  As minister, Paul Omodei allowed Sotico to include the 
resource in the tender for the mill, as if the resource belonged to Sotico.  On top of that, Nannup was allocated an 
extra 20 000 cubic metres of resource for the first year.  Instead of selling to the best proposal and one that would 
have provided the most public benefit, which was the proposal being developed by Jensen Jarrah, Sotico sold to 
M & B Sales Pty Ltd, simply because it could make another million dollars out of the sale.  However, Nannup 
got a far inferior proposal.  M & B Sales Pty Ltd has made very little progress in delivering the kind of high 
value-adding future that was advertised as being part of the solution.  That was the kind of deal that Paul Omodei 
managed.  Sotico is trying to prop up the value of the Manjimup processing centre so that, in a year’s time, it can 
sell and maximise the value of its removal from this industry altogether. 

There is nevertheless an element in the wording of the urgency motion before the House that I do accept.  We 
have in many ways lost an opportunity.  The Government’s policy of ending logging of old-growth forest has 
been a major step forward; it has made a huge change in the management of our forests and in the future of the 
timber industry.  However, we have only partially done the job, in the sense that there are still areas of high 
conservation value that have not been protected, and there is still a timber industry with an attitude to the forest 
that dates back a century.  The industry acts as if the forest were infinite, the logs will never run out, and it can 
continue to waste them in the future as it has done in the past.  That we have failed to reform the industry is a 
lost opportunity, and it is a great pity.  

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [4.21]:  After listening to Hon Christine Sharp I am thankful that 
there are no Greens (WA) members in the lower House.  Paul Omodei is a wonderful local member, and the 
electorate was very lucky to have him when the Nannup mill proposal was put through.  People of Manjimup 
and the surrounding areas were looking forward to the release of the draft management plan, because they 
believed it would give them some certainty.  Hon Peter Foss mentioned what happens to people who do not have 
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certainty: there are social problems, and it is very distressing to families and children.  The draft management 
plan called for one scenario or the other, but it provided nowhere near enough timber.  Barry Owens, a small 
timber mill operator, is particularly upset and angry with the Gallop Government, and rightly so.  He employs 
people, not ecosystems.  People matter; they are important.  Mr Owens employs a small group of people and he 
is scared that he will one day have to tell them that they do not have jobs.  He knows they have mortgages and 
children to educate.  People matter, which is something the Greens (WA) do not seem to understand. 

One element of the so-called restructure of the timber industry was the business assistance package, which was 
to be made available to those businesses that derived 50 per cent of their income directly from the native forest 
timber industry.  I have a table that provides an indication of the direct job losses that have occurred to date as a 
result of the ending of old-growth logging.  In Bunbury, 18 employees have been put out of work; the estimated 
out-migration is 12; the estimated loss of employee and family dependants is 34; the estimated loss of salaries 
and wages is $540 000; and the estimated loss of household expenditure is $280 000.  In the Manjimup area, 24 
jobs were lost; 15 left the area; 42 employees and their dependants were lost to the area; $670 000 of salaries and 
wages was lost; and $350 000 of household expenditure was lost.  The estimated loss of salaries and wages for 
the Murray and Plantagenet shires was $180 000 each, and the estimated loss in household expenditure was 
$90 000 each.  The table does not include some sectors of the industry, such as kiln-drying, some harvest and 
haulage contractors and forest management employees.  There would be plenty of indirect impact on these 
people.   

The next table is very frightening to me, because it shows the number of people who will be put out of 
employment in the future.  In Albany, the number of jobs lost is said to be 14, with a loss of 25 employees and 
their family dependants, and $400 000 of salaries and wages.  In Augusta-Margaret River, the loss of salaries and 
wages will be $670 000.  In Bridgetown-Greenbushes, which is my home town, $180 000 will be lost.  Bunbury 
will lose $900 000; Busselton, $1 210 000; Capel, $130 000; Donnybrook-Balingup, $220 000; and - this is very 
interesting - the metropolitan area will lose $1 080 000.  People seem to think that only the south west will 
suffer, but the effects will flow into the metropolitan area.  Manjimup will lose a total of 228 employees, with 
146 leaving the area.  The estimated total loss of employees and their family dependants is 409, and the 
estimated loss of salaries and wages is $6 550 000.  The estimated loss in household expenditure is $3 430 000.  
This is shocking, for those members who are listening.  How are people expected to live?  How is the whole area 
to cope with the flow-on from that loss of $6 million?  Hon Christine Sharp talking about ecosystems makes me 
very angry.  These are people losing their jobs, homes, and money.  They still have uncertainty, because this 
draft forest management plan must be in by 15 October.  I wonder how long it will be after that date before this 
uncertainty disappears.  It will probably still be there in March and April of next year.  One of my other good 
friends in Bridgetown is Noel Holdsworth, who owns the Yornup mill.  His was one of the 10 companies 
selected from the 47 proposals for an allocation of jarrah sawlogs.  These will be announced soon.  He would 
like to know when, and so would I.   

Towns such as Nannup, Manjimup and Pemberton have been affected by social and economic impacts of past 
changes in the size and nature of the industry in the region.  It is also likely that towns such as Manjimup will be 
further impacted by any reduction in sustained yield under the new forest management plan.  Hon Peter Foss said 
it should be 180 000 cubic metres, but I think it would have to be more than that to provide some sustainability 
for these people instead of the rats, ferals and little hopping things around the ecosystems.  The perceived 
impacts and issues for the timber industry are reduced access to resources; mill closures; loss of jobs, which I 
have already detailed; and closure of businesses reliant on the timber industry.  A whole social structure depends 
on the timber industry being viable and sustainable.  It must be sustainable, and the uncertainty must be 
removed.  The ability for the remaining mills to be internationally competitive will be reduced.  There will be 
reduced expenditure in affected communities, a reduction in school enrolments, and a reduction in health, social 
and educational support services.  There will be a reduction in community participation, and a loss of a sense of 
community.  That is a huge one - loss of sense of self and community.  All their lives these people have cut down 
trees, and they have been very proud of doing that.  Now, all of a sudden, logging is a dirty word.  The children 
must go to school and be fed the line of rubbish spun by the Greens (WA).   

The shires of Bridgetown-Greenbushes, Collie and Manjimup have the lowest social resilience scores.  There 
was a negative effect in the direction and size of the changes in a number of social indicators for these regions 
between 1996 and 2001.  In the shire of Bridgetown-Greenbushes, there has been only a slight increase in 
population since 1996, with the number of children decreasing and the number of elderly people increasing.  
These three shires contain 58 per cent of timber industry employees, although Collie is not a major timber 
processing centre and so is less influenced.  

The results of the assessment suggest also that the Shire of Manjimup has relatively low resilience because it is 
highly dependent on the native forest industry.  Many of the job losses will be in Manjimup.  An estimated 50 
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per cent of sawmilling employees are active members of community groups and organisations.  Many of the 
volunteer ambulance drivers and other volunteers are people who live in the community.  Manjimup, Bunbury 
and Busselton have suffered the greatest job losses as a result of the Government’s “Protecting our Old-growth 
Forests” policy.  I say that with sarcasm.  It is likely that Manjimup, Bunbury and Busselton will be impacted on 
further to the greatest extent as a result of the so-called industry restructure as distinct from the impact of the 
implementation of the forest management plan.    

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries) [4.30 pm]:  The theme of 
the speech by Hon Peter Foss was uncertainty.  Any one of us would be less than human if we did not have 
sympathy and understanding for those people whose lives have been shattered as a result of the uncertainty that 
has affected the timber industry.  Since I have been the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries I have 
spent a great deal of time in the south west talking to not only the timber workers in those communities but also -  

Hon Barry House:  Why have you not taken the Premier there?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Premier has ministers who are responsible for that area, particularly me.   

Hon Peter Foss:  He cannot face the flak! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Members opposite are running a hollow debate.  I can remember droughts in the eastern 
wheatbelt when we were crying out for help from the former Liberal-National Party Government -  

Hon Murray Criddle:  Those people had more help from the coalition Government than you have ever given.  
You have not spent anything.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Come on!  We are not talking about droughts.  We outspent the Commonwealth last year, 
and members opposite know that.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  On drought? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Members should address the motion before the Chair. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Did we ever see the former Premier in the wheatbelt?   

Hon Peter Foss:  Yes, you did. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Not once.  We occasionally saw the then Minister for Agriculture.  We rarely saw the 
Premier.  Richard Court was the Premier of this State for eight years, and I do not think I saw him in the 
wheatbelt once.  He used to show up occasionally in Geraldton for a fishing trip, but I never saw him in the 
wheatbelt.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I did.  I do not know where you were. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Peter Foss has comprehensively failed to understand the difference between the 
effect of the old-growth forest policy and the Conservation and Land Management Act.  That is the issue that has 
been running since the beginning of the debate that Hon Peter Foss has been leading in this place on forest 
policy.  The criticism of the fluctuation from 100 000 cubic metres to 185 000 cubic metres and 182 000 cubic 
metres, and to a bracket of between 106 000 cubic metres and 164 000 cubic metres, is valid.  However, it is not 
a criticism of the old-growth forest policy.  It is a criticism of the processes of the CALM Act. 

Hon Barry House:  Who has control of that Act? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I heard members opposite without a single interjection.  Members opposite should listen if 
they want to learn. 

Hon Peter Foss:  If you cut out the old-growth forest policy you will not have a problem. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is wrong, and I will explain why.  The thrust behind the speech by Hon Peter Foss 
was the ongoing uncertainty about what the available volumes will be, and about when we will be able to put 
together agreements and ultimately contracts with these mills.  That uncertainty is the result of the CALM Act, 
not the old-growth forest policy.  The old-growth forest policy has an impact on the total volumes that are 
available.  However, the uncertainty has nothing to do with the old-growth forest policy.  It has to do with the 
CALM Act.  Let us get that clear, because Hon Peter Foss does not understand.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Nonsense. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The uncertainty to which Hon Peter Foss refers is a direct result of the statutory 
requirements of the CALM Act.  The CALM Act provides that the Conservation Commission of Western 
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Australia shall do certain things.  It also provides how the consultation about the draft forest management plan 
shall be carried out.  That is all a product of the CALM Act.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  Who is responsible for the CALM Act?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thought members would never ask!  The CALM Act is not a product of the Labor 
Government.  Look at the date on the Act.  The amendments to the CALM Act that created this nonsense that 
Hon Peter Foss so rightly condemns were made in what year?  Who remembers?  Nobody remembers!  They all 
want to forget it.  Those amendments were made in 2000.  Members opposite were in government in 2000.  The 
statutory provisions of the CALM Act are the whole reason for the uncertainty.  Certainly the old-growth forest 
policy has reduced the amount of jarrah that can be removed by about half, and the karri cut has been reduced to 
about one-quarter of what it was.  I do not walk away from that.  Last night I was at a forest seminar at Floreat 
Forum.  Floreat is another one of the electorates that members opposite lost.  I think in the past most of those 
people would have been Liberal voters.  All those people, apart from the 50 or so with whom I was sitting, who 
were from the industry, said we did not go far enough.  Perhaps we did not; I do not know.  However, the 
community made a judgment, and it is not for me to question its judgment.  It is for me to do my job, which is to 
make sure our forest industry is the most efficient forest industry in the world; and it will be, because this is the 
first Government that has ever faced the question of environmental sustainability and of what is the right use for 
the unique timber that we have in this State.  Members opposite believed that right use was to use that timber for 
roof frames.  How dumb can we get?  It is not a good roof framing timber.  I was a builder for a short time.  I 
have seen the products of Bill Clare from Clarecraft, Max Jensen from Jensen Jarrah and D. and A. Gosatti from 
Inglewood Joinery, and a number of other furniture manufacturers, who are showing us how this timber industry 
should go.  What are members opposite doing?   

Hon Barry House:  They are saying they will have to close down if you come in with the figures that you have 
put on the table.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I have put no figures on the table.  

Hon Barry House:  Are they using karri?  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is a good question. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Leader of the House has the call and his debate must be recorded by 
Hansard.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon Barry House has always conducted himself perfectly in this debate, and he has been a 
great advocate for those who work in the industry and for those who live in his electorate.  He also asked me 
what do industry members have to say about the matter?  That is a good question.  Last night, a representative of 
D. and A. Gosatti told me that the Government has done the right thing and that it is continuing to do the right 
thing.  Max Jensen’s comments relate to what was said about the lower end of the scale generally.  The 
Government’s figure is not the same as that arrived at by the Conservation Commission of Western Australia.  
Who gave the Conservation Commission its power?  It was the Liberal Government through its amendments to 
the Conservation and Land Management Act 1984.  This is the first forest management plan that has been 
constructed under the CALM Act since it was amended in 2000.  The coalition Government devised the scheme 
- I am interested to learn whether Hon Peter Foss has any ideas about how to amend the CALM Act - and the 
Government is obeying the laws that it put in place.   

Several members interjected.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Leader of the House has the floor.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  When Hon Peter Foss was the Attorney General representing the Minister for the 
Environment, he assisted the passage of the legislation through this House.  Hon Peter Foss argued for the 
commission’s powers, for its statutory provisions, including its consultation periods, and for all of the measures 
that have caused the very difficulties for which he now criticises the Government.  I do not understand why Hon 
Peter Foss introduced the amendments to the CALM Act when, by way of interjection, he called for it to be 
thrown out.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I am not saying that.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member is saying that.  I repeatedly stated that the CALM Act would have to be 
changed and Hon Peter Foss agreed that it should be changed.   

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [4.42 pm]:  Was that the “CALM” before the storm?   
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Contrary to what the Leader of the House stated, I also attended last night’s forum in Floreat.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I did not say that you were not there.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The member referred to “the only people”.  It is interesting that people seem to 
remember only the statements they like; they do not seem to remember the statements they do not like.  On 
different occasions - of course, I am the exception - we all fall into that trap.   

I have had a number of healthy disagreements with Hon Paul Omodei, who is sitting at the back of the Chamber.  
However, it is outlandish to castigate him when he is not a member of this Chamber and to make out that he does 
not have an interest in his electorate.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Who did that?   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I refer to Hon Christine Sharp.  Does the minister have a guilty conscience?  He 
assumed that I was referring to him.  As I said earlier, people hear what they want to hear.   

An interesting argument made at the forum was that it is outlandish for marri trees to be cut and left to rot on a 
clear-felled block.  Anyone who knows anything about forestry understands that if other species are to survive, 
marri trees must be cut down.  Indeed, they are the weed of the forest.  If they are not cut, other species will 
suffer, wither and die.   

Hon Dee Margetts interjected.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The member is correct; as we have heard often in this Chamber, there are many things 
that she does not know.   

It was interesting to see how some of those who attended the forum were dressed.  As we entered the forum, I 
commented to my wife that some of the attendees looked like escapees from the zoo.  Strange-looking people 
attended the forum.  The only members of Parliament who bothered to attend were the Leader of the House, the 
member for Alfred Cove and me.  It is obvious that most members of Parliament were not interested in 
attending.   

A photo held up at the forum showed an area that had been logged.  To the ill-educated person, the area in the 
photo was a mess.  One of the millers suggested that a photo of the same area be taken in a couple of years after 
the area had been replanted and had begun to regrow.  He was told that - this again reveals the ignorance of some 
people - there would be no point in doing that because the forest had been destroyed.  That is absolute nonsense.  
It is people’s ignorance and emotion that has controlled the debate, and, to a great extent, the last election.   

A responsible major political party that aspires to be in government would have undertaken some of the 
homework before it made any outlandish promises, such as those that were made during the last election.  Much 
of the homework that is taking so long should have been completed before the election.  The Labor Party made 
promises to gain government without carrying out the necessary homework.  As stated by Hon Peter Foss, the 
Government forgot about the people who would really suffer.  Indeed, some people are really hurting -  

Hon Dee Margetts interjected.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Here we go again.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  The employment rate in Manjimup has increased.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I know much more about Manjimup than Hon Dee Margetts.  The figures quoted last 
night at the forum revealed a degree of improvement in the employment rate.  However, they failed to reveal the 
vast number of people who have already left Manjimup.  Therefore, they are no longer registered as unemployed 
in Manjimup.  Hon Dee Margetts can say no, but I say yes.  Manjimup is an important part of my electorate; 
therefore, I know what I am talking about.  I have lived on the edge of the Manjimup area for years and have 
played sport in the area.  Indeed, I am extremely familiar with the area.  However, from the comments she has 
made, it is clear that Hon Dee Margetts is not.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  The figures show -  

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Figures can prove anything.  The statistics do not reflect the hundreds of people who 
have left Manjimup.   

It is ridiculous to draw up plans and create booklets without consulting the local member.  The local member and 
I have disagreed on many occasions.  However, he is the man on the spot and he cares about his electorate.  As I 
have stated in this House on many occasions, some issues, such as people’s livelihoods, must be above politics.  
This matter has been going on for a long time.  Indeed, before the winter recess, the minister promised me that 
he would soon have the figures.  I remind the House that in a time of war, Governments and Parliaments make 
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decisions very quickly.  If decisions can be made quickly during a war, they can be made just as quickly during 
peace.  However, Governments must have the will to do so.  Manjimup is the centre of the area that is affected 
and the people in that area are going through absolute hell.  If the Government had the slightest interest in the 
people - rather than in the figures and the “this” and the “that” - it would have made its decision and allowed the 
people in the area to get on with their lives in a constructive way.   

The Government should take note of figures which reveal that drug use in Manjimup schools is increasing, 
probably because children are sharing in their parents’ desperate plight.  The figures reveal that eight per cent of 
the population of the shire of Manjimup has gone.  Some places appear in a much worse state than does 
Manjimup.  Pemberton was one of the showplaces.  Surely some members have read about the number of 
businesses that are closing and the number of people who are leaving that area.  We have heard about nothing 
but tourism.  The main tourism attractions in Pemberton have gone, of course, because they centred around the 
timber industry.  We have heard nothing from the Government about how we will replace the money earned 
from the timber industry that this State so desperately needs.  The Greens have said nothing about how the 
growth of a young forest recharges the atmosphere.  It absorbs carbon and releases oxygen into the atmosphere.  
They do not like to acknowledge those things, so they do not talk about young trees; they talk only about old 
trees that no longer use the same amount of water or improve the air quality by turning it into carbon.  They 
quote only that which suits their argument at the time.  People are much more important than these issues.  It is a 
parliamentarian’s duty to represent the interests, the livelihood and the wellbeing of all people in this State.  
Parliamentarians should not be seeking to represent only the interests of people who live in certain electorates.  
The interests and welfare of all people should be treated equally.  

Among other things, people in Manjimup need a boost to their confidence, which has been shattered.  With all 
due respect, the Premier, Dr Gallop, the number one man in this State, the man with the primary responsibility in 
government, has not bothered to visit Manjimup.  I am sure that if he considered the people in that area to be as 
important as those in Victoria Park and other electorates, he would have gone there a long time ago. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [4.51 pm]:  I will add a few words to this debate following what I 
consider to be two unfortunate contributions.  The first was from Hon Christine Sharp, who made an 
unprincipled, personal attack on the member for Warren-Blackwood.  It is not like her to make such an 
unwarranted, undeserving and out-of-order attack on a member.  Hon Paul Omodei knows his electorate and the 
impact of the Government’s policies on his area better than anyone else.  It was very unfair for her to suggest 
that he had somehow exacerbated the situation.  Secondly, the contribution from the Leader of the House was a 
rather desperate, futile attempt to escape the impact of the limitations that his Government has imposed on a 
department’s capacity to implement government policy. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Do you deny that anything I said is truthful? 

Hon Peter Foss:  I will stand up and tell you why. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You will be wrong again. 

Hon Peter Foss:  No; I will not. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The Leader of the House failed to refer to the major point; namely, the banning of 
logging in old-growth forests, which is a policy that his Government unilaterally implemented following its 
election success.  This issue is not even about the end result; it is about part of the process that is necessary as a 
result of the Government’s unilateral policy shift.  As Hon Peter Foss outlined in his motion, the process is 
beginning to have a major impact - 

Hon Kim Chance:  I was pointing out the uncertainty that has arisen due to the statutory requirement of the 
Conservation and Land Management Act. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The theme of the motion is that only environmental impacts have been considered 
important in this debate.  The social and economic impacts have been ignored and downplayed as insignificant.  
However, during debate on legislation passed in this place last year, we heard repeatedly from members opposite 
that we are here to represent people, not sheep, trees or rocks.  I am here to represent people.  I am a firm 
believer in representative democracy.  That is what our parliamentary system is all about.  I can see that people 
in many parts of my electorate are bleeding badly as a result of this very unfair, selfish and unprincipled policy 
shift, which has caused enormous pain in many communities throughout the south west.  We are all familiar with 
them.  We should not forget that they involve not only the core timber areas of Manjimup and Pemberton, but 
also places such as Busselton.  A figure was referred to earlier that indicated the impact of banning logging in 
old-growth forests on the shires of Busselton, Augusta-Margaret River, Collie and Bunbury.  The ramifications 
are enormous and are being fed through fuel suppliers, general contractors, road builders, harvesters etc.   
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Hon Kim Chance:  I acknowledge that. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes.  Communities are suffering a great deal of pain, which I think is becoming more 
obvious to people.  I hope it prompts them to start to care.  

The major deception is the claim that people who have been thrown on the scrap heap as a result of this policy 
can move into a burgeoning tourism industry and take up life selling cappuccinos.  That will not happen.  We are 
dealing with third generation timber workers who have no appropriate skills for and, in many cases, no interest 
in moving into the tourism industry.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I have a list of the jobs they have taken. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, but does the Leader of the House acknowledge that the number of jobs created in 
the tourism industry will never reach the same number of jobs lost from the timber industry? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Nonsense. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Hon Dee Margetts will not acknowledge it because she does not know. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I acknowledge it.  I have a list of the types of jobs they have taken up.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  In Nannup, for example, there is a vibrant community of people who have done fantastic 
things and diversified industry by developing a winery and other tourism ventures.  They are doing an excellent 
job of running tulip and music festivals, for example.  Despite that, why did a youth worker come to my office a 
couple of days ago and say that a core group of about 15 people between the ages of 16 and 20 years undertook a 
GreenCorp project but are now aimlessly drifting without any future prospects in that town?  They are too young 
to move away from that community and they are too old to be at school.  

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders.   
 


