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STATE FORESTS NOS 15, 39 AND 64 
Partial Revocation of Dedication - Assembly’s Resolution 

Resumed from 5 December 2003 on the following motion moved without notice by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of 
the House) on behalf of the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development - 

That the proposal for the partial revocation of state forests Nos 15, 39 and 64, laid on the Table of the 
Legislative Council on 3 December 2003, by command of His Excellency the Governor be carried out. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [12.47 pm]:  The Opposition supports the proposed revocations 
of portions of state forests Nos 15, 39 and 64.  These revocations comprise three distinct proposals.  The area of 
revocation from state forests involves about 56 hectares of land and it is intended that approximately 43.5812 
hectares of land be gained through land exchanges contingent on two of the proposed revocations.  As I said, 
there are three particular proposals.  The first involves state forest No 15, which is an area of land approximately 
four kilometres north east of Harvey.  The area of the proposed excision is 18.6549 hectares.  The request for this 
revocation or excision is from the Water Corporation and relates to the Stirling-Harvey redevelopment scheme.  
The Water Corporation, however, recognising that it wants part of state forest No 15, is about to purchase two 
properties in the general area.  One is Wellington location 5322, which comprises an area of 4.9068 hectares and 
is located near Yarloop, and the other is lot 105, which comprises an area of 36.6383 hectares and is located just 
to the east of the proposed revocation.  I am advised that the conservation value of the two proposed inclusion 
properties is high.  I understand that Wellington location 5322 is classified as Forrestfield vegetation complex, 
while lot 105 is classified as Lowden vegetation complex.  A number of issues have arisen in respect of 
Wellington location 5322.  It was in the first instance intended to incorporate it back into state forest No 15.  
However, after some discussion with the Department of Industry and Resources it has been agreed for the time 
being that the land should be transferred to the Department of Conservation and Land Management, and there it 
will remain while further discussions take place with the Department of Industry and Resources in an attempt to 
secure some agreement on the formal inclusion of Wellington location 5322 into the conservation estate. 

Proposal No 2 comes from the Shire of Manjimup and is to excise 1.4752 hectares of land from state forest 
No 39.  The land is located approximately three kilometres south west of Pemberton.  The current use of the land 
is for shire waste and a transfer station, which is located adjacent to the existing rubbish tip and refuse site 
known as location 24003, and it is a former sanitary site.  The land is to be incorporated into that reserve.  In 
exchange for that land coming out, there is a reserve known as reserve 16396 comprising approximately 
2.0361 hectares of land.  It is located to the west of the area where land is to be revoked and was formerly used 
as a rubbish and sewage disposal site.  The shire is happy for that to now be added back into what will be the 
Gloucester National Park.  We are in agreement with that proposition. 

Proposal No 3 involves an area of approximately 36 hectares of state forest No 64, which is located 
approximately five kilometres north east of the township of Denmark.  The Shire of Denmark is involved in this 
proposal and has been keen to use the 36 hectares of land as a light industrial area.  In reality, the shire has 
already initiated a rezoning via its town planning scheme amendment No 71.  The Mt Barker land is on the 
Denmark to Mt Barker Road at the corner of Kernutts Road, and light industrial land is needed in that area.  The 
Opposition has had an opportunity to inspect the land and agrees with the proposition as advanced by the Shire 
of Denmark.  It is important that that industrial land, when it becomes available, is made available to people in 
that area.  We support the message and the motion. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [12.52 pm]:  I do not have a problem with these proposals, but I have put 
a lot of time into the last proposal mentioned by Hon George Cash.  I am aware of hidden agendas about that 
proposal and I have grave concerns about it.  I spoke to Hon Christine Sharp about this issue some time ago.  
There are all sorts of undercurrents and I am most unhappy about it.  One reason I am unhappy about the 
proposal is that some of the businesses that the shire wishes to relocate - not all of them - do not want to relocate 
because they are very well catered for where they are.  The issue is a larger one, because alternative land has 
been made available.  My understanding is that the problem from the shire’s point of view is that the land would 
have to be purchased, whereas the shire has come to some arrangement with the former Department of Land 
Administration about the state forest land, even concerning the cost of clearing.  Without question, the private 
land that has been made available is far more suitable than the state forest land.  There is some misinformation 
here.  Some of the land that is proposed to be used was incorrectly documented, even to the extent that the 
survey was wrong, and land that had been used by the Department of Agriculture as a disposal tip and a rubbish 
tip was used as an argument for the area needing to be cleaned up, except that the area that had been used as a tip 
was not actually part of the land affected by this proposal.  I have some grave concerns about this issue.  The 
area to be cleared is absolute pristine and beautiful forest.  I admit that the day I walked through it was a day 
very similar to today when the forest looks its best. 
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Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It was very pleasant to be outside.  I realise that the numbers in this place are against 
me, so I will not make any formal objection, but there is a lot more to this proposal than has come to the 
attention of the Parliament. 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [12.56 pm]:  I will be very brief because I am keen that this matter is 
finished by the time we rise for lunch.  I will gain nothing by using more words than are necessary.  This 
package of three revocations is not as straightforward as the package that has just been debated, and a question 
mark hangs over each proposal.  The first proposal contains significant conservation gains that will be met by the 
land swap that is involved for the land that has been inundated by including it in the domain of CALM’s sections 
of the Forrestfield vegetation complex and sections of the Lowden vegetation complex.  In fact, the blocks that 
are meant to be swapped sound absolutely magnificent, and I hope one day to have time to go for a bushwalk 
and examine them for myself, particularly the Lowden vegetation complex which is extremely rare to find in 
good condition.  The question hanging over this is the fact that as yet the Department of Industry and Resources 
has not relinquished its claim over this land for the purposes of mining.  However, I am slightly reassured that 
the Department of Environmental Protection has advised that now that the freehold title will be in the possession 
of CALM, it is extremely unlikely that any future Environmental Protection Authority would give permission for 
this land to be cleared.  Therefore, I am satisfied. 

The second proposal is about developing a waste transfer site in the Shire of Manjimup.  I have a slight concern 
that the land that is being swapped in the mitigation package is land that was a rubbish tip itself.  This is a 
practice of moving from one area to another and basically trashing the site.  In the process, the Shire of 
Manjimup is saved a lot of expense.  I am all for helping local government to pay less money, because I 
understand budget constraints, and that is why we have agreed to this proposal.  We are keen to see the Shire of 
Manjimup deliver on its commitment that the land that will become state forest in exchange for what was a 
former rubbish tip, which is currently infested with periwinkle weed, will be adequately managed by the Shire of 
Manjimup so that that weed is eradicated and a new native understorey will eventually take over.  I have 
received a statutory declaration from the shire to that effect that was made back in 2001.  It will be interesting to 
watch the progress of that proposal. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

[Continued on page 1476.] 
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