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STEVES NEDLANDS PARK HOTEL 
Grievance 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [9.40 am]:  My grievance is to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure on 
behalf of my Nedlands residents in the immediate locality of what is known as Steve’s hotel, and which is 
formally known as town planning scheme amendment No 152 to the City of Nedlands town planning scheme No 
2, Steves Nedlands Park Hotel.  My residents have asked me to ask the minister whether she can explain the 
basis upon which she made her recent decision regarding the rezoning of Steves hotel.  In particular, can the 
minister please advise this Parliament whether she spoke directly with the owner about the process of this 
application while the application was under way in the minister’s office, and whether it is usual for a minister to 
do that when making these types of decisions. 

My constituents would like to know why the matter was given priority in the minister’s office and they want the 
minister to explain the inconsistencies contained in two letters sent by Mr Rob Giles, the minister’s chief of staff, 
to two different constituents.  The letter to the minister of 4 May 2005 from Mr Colin Muller, who lives in 
Broadway, Crawley states - 

Dear minister,  

My wife (Joan Wardrop) and I have received a letter from your office, dated 27 April and signed by 
Rob Giles, informing us of matters relating to the application by the City of Nedlands for the rezoning 
of a Nedlands Park Hotel site.  As courtesy, I informed a neighbourhood resident who has been acting 
on behalf of the community on this matter of this letter.  I was surprised when she informed me of a fax 
she had received on 7 April, also signed by Rob Giles, in which Mr Giles contradicted what he told us. 

The relevant parts of the letter and fax are: 

Letter to Joan Wardrop from Colin Muller of 27 April: - 

“. . . at such time as the amendment is placed before the Minister for final determination, full 
consideration will be given to your comments.” 

Fax to Caroline and John Woodhouse of 7 April:  

“The Minister’s decision has been accepted by the Council and will therefore will not be revisited”. 

I have a copy of that letter and a copy of Mr Muller’s letter.  In the minister’s letter of April 2005 to me, the 
minister said she took into account the views expressed “by the community”.  She said also that she believed the 
majority of people were in favour of the rezoning in the amendment that was put by the council.  In fact, there 
are a total of 550 letters of objection and signatures to a petition from residents who live in the immediate 
vicinity of the hotel.  They are concerned that the minister has not properly considered their views, mainly 
because the matter passed through her department in fewer than three months, which included the Christmas 
period and the state election.  Naturally, they do not believe that the minister has either properly addressed or 
listened to the matters that concern them.  For instance, the height of the building is not supported by an 
independent expert.  In reference to the no-parking study, it was understood that the minister would not make a 
decision until she had been provided with a comprehensive traffic and policy study report.  Those reports have 
never been done. 

Is the minister aware that residential design codes will not apply to the site and that none of the usual provisions 
that protect residents from inappropriate development will be complied with?  What was the minister’s view 
when she made the decision about the parking setback, which could mean a walk of some two or 2.5 metres and 
which would enclose the parking at the site boundary?  I refer in particular to the letter from Caroline 
Woodhouse to the minister in which Caroline Woodhouse sought a meeting with the minister.  The proposed 
rezoning that the minister has allowed does not make it clear that parking for the site will not be accommodated 
from a relaxation of street parking in the immediate vicinity. 

With reference to the community concerns of the residents of Nedlands around that area, Roger Cohn and policy 
officer Jackie Holm from the minister’s office stated that the minister has significant regard for the local 
council’s views on rezoning.  Notwithstanding that residents spoke of some of the infighting that has gone on 
and despite a vote of no confidence in the mayor, Laurie Taylor, and despite an extensive letter written to the 
minister asking for a hearing, the minister’s decision was processed very quickly.   

Will the minister explain why this process was rushed through her office, what she meant when she said she took 
into account community views while her office said the minister had significant regard for the council’s view, 
which appears to be at odds with the views of the community?  Did the minister have direct dialogue on the 
telephone or by other means with the owner of the hotel when the process was under way in the minister’s 
office? 
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MS A.J.G. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [9.43 am]:  I thank the 
member for the grievance.  I have had one meeting with the owner of the site, Mr Murray McHenry. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  As far as I can recall, that is the only discussion I have had with Mr McHenry 
regarding this matter.  That is not at all unusual.  Obviously proponents often want to put their view about a 
development. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I do not know how many times and in how many different ways I can express that 
to the member.  I do not recall having any telephone conversations with Mr McHenry.  I did have one meeting 
with him during which he sought a variety of changes to the proposal.  I listened to his arguments, just as I 
listened to the council and all the other people that made representations. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I deal with some 300 of these amendments each year.  I am not sure how much 
time the member for Nedlands believes I should spend on each of them. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  You did not speak to a community rep. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  My staff have counted at least 20 phone calls they took from community 
representatives.  Many of those phone calls took up to an hour at a time.  I consider that the council’s views must 
be given some weight. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  What about the community?  You did not meet with them at all. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Nedlands! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  The council’s views must be given some weight.  The council is elected by the 
local residents and its members are elected, at least some extent, to represent the views of the community.  It is 
important to understand that this town planning scheme amendment was initiated by the City of Nedlands.  It 
was not initiated by the state government, but by members of the council who had been elected by the Nedlands 
community.  Of course this matter has been the subject of some controversy.  Many people, including me, who 
regard Steves hotel fondly were rather disappointed that because of the environment in which Steves has tried to 
operate over many years and the community hostility to the operation of the hotel, that - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  They like the hotel. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  They just do not like the people who go there.  A proposal to redevelop around the 
hotel was presented.  The council considered the matter, and it was the subject of a great deal of discussion and 
debate within the council.  The council then presented an amendment, which went to advertising.  It is interesting 
to note the figures.  The amendment received 139 objections, which is 27 per cent of the submissions; 370 
submissions supported the development, which is 72 per cent; and five general comments were made.  When the 
member for Nedlands talks about “the community” - I have often tried to communicate this to the member for 
Alfred Cove - “the community” does not speak with one voice; the community is a many splendid thing.  One of 
our jobs is to weave through the various alternatives and propositions of “the community”. 

After having initiated the town planning scheme, the council then presented an amendment that was considered 
by the Western Australian Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission wanted to make one change to 
delete the limit of 60 dwellings on the site.  The commission’s argument was that a variety of dwelling sizes 
needed to be provided to accommodate different lifestyle needs, in accordance with the state government’s 
policy.  The other development standards, including plot ratio, site cover and building heights, will ensure that 
overdevelopment does not occur.  The planning scheme does not allow any greater bulk of building; it simply 
allows smaller apartments to be built.  I am sure that the member for Nedlands is well aware of the need to 
accommodate people with different lifestyles.  The people of Nedlands need a range of people to serve in the 
hotels, clean the houses and I dare say even act as governesses!  Appropriate accommodation must be made 
available to them throughout the metropolitan area.  The commission made that recommendation, and I accepted 
it.  Fundamentally, the proposal was as approved and put forward by the council.  There was an amendment by 
the WA Planning Commission that related to the number of dwellings that were permitted.  It was really just a 
matter of the size of the units that would be permitted.  I then made a further change, and that was about the 
height.   
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One issue has been somewhat controversial and of concern.  Those of us who love and respect the beautiful 
building that Steves Nedlands Park Hotel is were concerned about the overpowering of that building.  The 
proposal was to have a five-storey limit on the Broadway frontage.  I made the decision, after a representation 
from Mr McHenry, to change that to make it an average of five-storeys, so that the structure could be brought 
down to four storeys directly next to the hotel.  Therefore, there would be a stepped development of six storeys 
on one level, going down to five.  We have produced some photographs.  Directly opposite the corner where we 
have allowed a six-storey structure, there is already a six-storey structure.  Therefore, we are not changing the 
fabric of that area. 
 


