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FORESTRY — ANSWERS TO PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS 
Statement 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [5.26 pm]: I want to make some comments tonight on the answers 
that I have received this week to questions asked on forestry matters, because they raise some significant issues 
that need to be further addressed.  
I refer to the answer received to Legislative Council question without notice 822 from the Minister for Child 
Protection representing the Minister for Forestry. The question reads, in part — 

I refer to the Forest Products Commission website and the “Australian Forestry Standard, audit scope 
and summary—March 2009—performed by NCS International”, which states at pages 2 and 3 that 
“environment policy does not fully meet all requirements of a forest management policy” and that 
“objectives and targets are not measureable in south west forests”, and which refers also to “damage to 
habitat trees in south west forests” and “safety issues identified in south west forests harvesting 
operations”. 

(1) What steps has the Forest Products Commission taken to redress these failures to comply with 
the standard? 

The minister’s response reads — 

These findings do not represent the failure of the Forest Products Commission to comply with the 
standard but rather highlights areas for improvement and corrective action. 

That is an interesting interpretation! 

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Exactly! I will quote directly from page 2 of the “Australian Forestry Standard, audit 
scope and summary—March 2009—performed by NCS International” that is on the FPC website, which 
states — 

The inclusion of forest management areas which are subject to active mining tenements within the next 
five years do not meet the requirements of the standard in relation to conversion of forest to non-forest 
cover and defined forest area and are subject to conditions for certification. 
Other non conformances identified include: 
• environment Policy does not fully meet all requirements of a forest management policy 
• objectives and Targets are not measureable in South West Forests 
• significance of Cultural and European heritage in Plantation aspects register 
• review of aspects and impacts procedure to include all AFS requirements 
• file & records management systems and document control inconsistent across sites visited 
• organisation charts require updating 
• emergency response and preparedness not tested at Nannup Commission Plantations 
• operational Controls: 
• inappropriate storage of fuel in forest areas 
• inadequate fire suppression equipment at harvesting site 
• draft procedures do not meet requirements.  
• monitoring and measuring of performance 
• damage to habitat trees in South West Forests 
• road maintenance not in accordance with requirements 
• safety issues identified in South West Forests harvesting operations 
• log loading practices 
• personal protective equipment requirements 
• tree felling techniques. 

It is quite a list. It is not entirely clear from the summary what these other “non conformances identified” relate 
to. However, in the context it seems to suggest that non-conformance is the standard. Thus the minister’s 
response seems disingenuous, if not misleading. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 25 October 2012] 

 p7684b-7685a 
Hon Giz Watson 

 [2] 

I refer to the answer that I received from the Minister for Mental Health, representing the Minister for 
Environment, to question without notice 841 on Wednesday of this week. The essence of the reply was that the 
audits by the Department of Environment and Conservation into the activities of the Forest Products 
Commission are made available in summary form in the DEC yearbook, and it was suggested that if I wanted to 
view the full audit, that I make a freedom of information application to the Department of Environment and 
Conservation regarding this request. 

This is a growing trend. I think it is extraordinary that members of Parliament are being instructed or directed to 
take their inquiries through freedom of information. This particular piece of information that I am seeking is very 
relevant to the management of the south west forests. Members will be aware that there is currently a period of 
public submission to the next 10-year forest management plan. That submission period closes on 7 November. 
So the chance that any person, whether it be me or anybody else, will get anything by way of freedom of 
information in that period, is impossible. So, in effect, what this minister and this government are saying is that 
they will not provide us with the full information about an audit that has been done, with public money, by the 
Department of Environment and Conservation. I would have thought that that information would be of great 
interest not just to me in preparing my submission, but to many other people in preparing their submissions. 
Surely when the government audits things, the purpose of those audits is to provide information, and that 
information should be on the public record, particularly when a process is afoot that will set in place what we 
will do in our south west forests in the next 10 years.  

In my view, this is not a trivial matter. The public trusts the Department of Environment and Conservation and 
the Forest Products Commission to do the right thing in the management of our forests. I do not agree with the 
current WA practice of logging native forests, not surprisingly. It is unnecessary, as we can meet our timber 
needs from plantations. It is also most likely unviable in financial terms. It is also wasteful, as most native logs 
are being used for low-grade products such as woodchips and charcoal. Finally, it is environmentally, and 
ultimately socially, irresponsible. Recent scientific research has demonstrated that Australia’s old-growth forests 
sequester more carbon than other forests, making them the optimal type of “carbon sink”. While we are spending 
a huge amount of effort and resources on tackling climate change, it makes no sense to cut down the very best 
existing and free resource that we have to capture carbon—our native forests. In addition, many threatened 
species, such as the numbat, which as members will know is this state’s emblem, live in our native forests. When 
we log their habitats, we destroy the basis of their lives.  

Although I do not agree with the current logging of native forests, if we do go ahead and produce another forest 
management plan for the next 10 years, that must go ahead in compliance with relevant laws and the plans that 
we have in place to regulate our forests. The Environmental Protection Authority’s statements at attachment 1 of 
its end-of-term audit into the Forest Management Plan 2004–2013 identify multiple failures to comply with the 
Forest Management Plan by DEC and the FPC. Native forests are public assets. It is vital that information about 
whether the FPC is complying with the relevant standard is publicly available and transparent. The standard is, 
after all, the result of the expenditure of public moneys and the work of the Environmental Protection Authority, 
the Conservation Commission, DEC and the FPC, and the audit of this standard should be available for public 
information and to provide transparency about their operations. 
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