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GREATER BUNBURY REGION SCHEME, EFFECT ON FORREST FAMILY 
Statement 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [5.36 pm]:  Last Wednesday night I spoke about the greater 
Bunbury region scheme, better known to the affected people as “grab”.  Tonight I want to speak about the 
Forrest family, who live in the affected area.  David and Fiona Forrest, together with their parents Jim and Marie, 
own the dairy farm called Seaview, which is right on Forrest Beach, on the edge of the Capel shire bordering 
Busselton.  The farm has been in the family since 1885 and the family owns a herd of about 180 dairy cows, 
which is its livelihood.  Most of us in this place are aware of the problems in the dairy industry.  That alone is 
enough for a family to have to cope with, and then along comes the rezoning.  The family has a total of 152 
hectares, and the rezoning will take 18 hectares, which includes a three-kilometre section along the beachfront.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Will they not be able to use that land?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  The honourable member should listen to what I have to say.  

Hon Kim Chance:  You just said that they would lose that land.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Okay; this rezoning, then.  The 18 hectares borders David and Fiona’s house.  It 
comes right up to their back door.  They told me that recently they wanted to build a garage onto their house but 
they had problems doing so as some person in the shire planning department told them they had an invisible line 
on their property and they could not do that.  David said they wanted to put up a shed or double garage, so they 
submitted the plans to the local shire.  They received a letter asking whether it was within 30 metres of the 
greater Bunbury region scheme.  They were told that if it was, the plans would have to be sent to Perth to be 
approved.  David goes on to say that the Government has not even taken the land yet and it is already having a 
say on what goes on.  Members know that that is rubbish and they should not have been told that.  However, the 
distress caused by this misinformation is appalling.  As if that is not enough, the land being rezoned is 30 metres 
from the dairy.  Of the 18 hectares under the rezoning, six hectares is summer shelter for the stock.  Hon Ken 
Travers did not like what I had to say about the Government’s processing procedures with the land grab, but I 
have talked to the people affected and I understand how anxious they are to get some answers.  I know that Hon 
Ken Travers has dealt with similar problems in his committee work, so he should have plenty of understanding 
and sympathy for people suffering from government interference on private property.  I understand that it is a 
complex issue on which he and I have a few differences, and, no doubt, always will.  I am extremely pleased that 
we now have a report put out by the committee chaired so well by Hon Barry House.  That report is titled 
“Impact of State Government Actions and Processes on the Use and Enjoyment of Freehold and Leasehold Land 
in Western Australia.”   

Hon Kim Chance:  It’s a very good report.   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Let us hope that it does not just sit there, and that the bureaucrats and ministers 
across all government departments, especially planning, who need to take notice of its recommendations, do so.  
The Forrests have looked after their beachfront.  They have fenced it off and done the right thing for many years, 
and now they feel like they are being penalised even though the farm has been in the family since 1885.  
Members can imagine why they would feel that way.  Like many farmers, they are very environmentally 
conscious.   

Last week, Hon Kim Chance said that he had not received any complaints from farmers affected by the land 
grab.  I hope that by bringing this matter to the minister’s attention, he listens to how this family feels.   

The letter that the Forrest family sent me explains their frustration, fear and anger, and states - 

Most of the land marked for resumption (about 75%) has been fenced off and not grazed for many 
years.  This is predominantly dune country that we have invested time and money into re-vegetating and 
preserving.  We all very environmentally conscious of this country as we have seen with our own eye’s 
the degradation and erosion of the coast here if front of our land.  The Shire has control of the beach 
which has it’s own access road and car park.  All sorts of motor vehicles are still allowed to use the 
beach like a road.  Whilst we have not concerns about the public having access to the beach for 
swimming, fishing etc. we have seen the damage being done to the beach by the constant flow vehicles.  
We can only dread what will happen to the coast and its’ vegetation if they are allowed access to the 
single dune that separates our homes and property from the beach.  The local council have already 
stated publicly that they do not have enough resources now to managed the coast they have and would 
prefer the land like our remain in private hands where it is currently being well managed and preserved.   

The other smaller portion of the land proposed for resumption is grazing land that has been farmed for 
many years.  Whilst it is partly covered with trees some of the area is just cleared pasture.  As it has 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 25 August 2004] 

 p5575b-5576a 
Hon Robyn McSweeney 

 [2] 

been used for agriculture for many years we cannot see why it is being resumed under the guise of 
being environmentally significant.  The resumption of this land will effect our farm operations and 
business.   
In brief our issues with the GBRS are: 

1) We have so far not been able to get the Planning Department to define what the land will be 
used for in the future 

2) We have not been given any guarantees that this will not adversely effect (in ways other than 
mentioned above) our farm business operation either in the short or long-term future.  The 
Dairy Industry is not stable enough to afford a security if we had to relocate our operations 
elsewhere and we are certain that any compensation will not cover it either.   

3) We have been unable to get the Planning Department to guarantee that if resumed that the land 
will be left untouched and preserved as it is currently.  . . .  

4) The land is currently well managed.  We are committed to our lifestyle here and have no 
intentions short or long term to sell or look to develop the land, . . .  

5) The land is free hold land; this whole process is an invasion of property owner’s rights.  The 
Planning Department has a number of other areas around the state that it is also looking to put 
through a similar process/plan -where does this end and what happened to Australia being a 
free country?  There is already many National Parks, public open spaces, parkland etc.; is this 
resumption really necessary?  

6) There has been no actual discussion in $ about compensation but we understand that if 
resumed it will not be at market value rather an amount they the Planning Department sets.  . . .  

7) We personally know of people who have previously had land resume for public use (ie 
schools, parks etc) which has later been sold off at a profit for Government, is this what will 
happen to us? . . .   

8) If resumed, as both our homes are adjacent to the land, we have been advised any changes to 
our houses i.e.: renovations, additions etc. would not only need shire approval but also 
Planning Department approval “as it may effect the aesthetics of the open space”.  Is that not a 
bit of a slap in the face considering it was all our land to start with?  How much control does 
one Department need over our freehold land?  Is there really such a thing as free hold land in 
Western Australia anymore?   

I think the minister can hear in this letter the sadness and frustration felt by these people, the untruths they are 
being told and the fear and uncertainty they have for their future.  It seems that the processes within the 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure are appalling.   
I wanted to bring this matter to the minister’s attention because it is dealing with prime agricultural land, and I 
know that the minister said that if he heard about any complaints that he might be able to take them up, which is 
my intention tonight. 
 


