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GUILDFORD HOTEL — REDEVELOPMENT 
Grievance 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [9.36 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Planning about the 
Guildford Hotel in Guildford. I take the minister back to what he said about a year ago. I refer to an article by 
Rashelle Predovnik on the WAtoday and Echo News websites headed “State government considers buying 
Guildford Hotel”. It reads — 

The Western Australian government is seriously considering acquiring the Guildford Hotel as it remains 
in disrepair five years after a fire gutted the historic building. 

WA Planning Minister John Day said there was a view developing in government that intervention was 
needed. 

Mr Day has asked the Department of Planning and the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority to 
provide more detailed information about available options. 

And this is a quote from the minister — 
“We need to step in and take effective action, not to benefit the owners of the hotel but to ensure that 
this important heritage building is actually protected and restored,” he said. 
“That’s not about bailing out private property owners, it is about protecting important heritage and it’s 
very important this location is protected. 
“What’s there now is becoming an eyesore and it’s unacceptable.” 

That is what the minister said in an article published on 7 March last year. I do not know whether the minister is 
the most patient man in the history of the world, but it is now nearly six and a half years—it is six years, five 
months and three weeks—since the hotel burnt down. 

The minister was talking tough a year ago, but what has actually happened? When will the minister get serious 
and take some strong and decisive action to ensure that the hotel is restored? People have been waiting for far 
too long. What has the minister done? What advice did the minister get a year ago from the Department of 
Planning or the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority, and why is it that despite the state losing its AAA credit 
rating and its budget blowouts, tens of millions of dollars are available to titivate the city and Scarborough and 
other places, yet nothing is available for Guildford? It is time the government stepped up and did the right thing. 
The minister needs to get together with the City of Swan and come up with a plan to sort out this mess, and do it 
now. It is now six and a half years since the building was gutted by fire and the government has just sat by idly 
and waited for the owners to do the right thing. Last year, the minister said that a development plan was going 
ahead and so forth, and now the owners have put in for a rezoning. The current proposal to rezone the site for 
a yet-to-be submitted planning application is unacceptable. It is simply too high a price for the community to 
pay. There is no guarantee that the hotel will be sustainable without sufficient parking. There is no guarantee that 
this historic hotel building will not be subdivided from its rear parking lot. There is no guarantee that the 
proposed rezoning will not result in a massive parking shortfall, severely compromising the viability of existing 
businesses along that end of James Street in Guildford.  

There is every likelihood that if the rezoning went ahead, it would set the most appalling precedent for other 
properties in Guildford and would essentially change the nature of this historic township. I note the Minister for 
Planning made some comments about how the history of Scarborough would be preserved, and to do that the 
state government is putting in $30 million, in conjunction with the City of Stirling’s $30 million; it will be 
a $60 million redevelopment. There is a reference in the minister’s press release to the historic snake pit and 
other things from the 1940s or 1950s. This site goes back to the early times of our colony—to the earliest 
Swan River Settlement in 1829. This was the first agricultural showground; the Perth Royal Show was actually 
held at the rear of the Guildford Hotel site before it went to Claremont. That is the kind of history we have there. 
It was called the Swan River Settlement because places such as Guildford were settled on the Swan River. 
The government has recently spent $7 million acquiring the old Esplanade Hotel site in Albany. Why is it good 
enough for Albany’s history and wellbeing, but not Guildford’s? Why should Scarborough get $30 million and 
Guildford get nothing? 

We need some action and we need it now. I note that for the Claremont Oval redevelopment in the western 
suburbs, LandCorp can find $16.5 million to help support the community there. Acquiring this site should not 
cost a lot of money. My recollection is that it was purchased for $2 million by the current owners, but it could 
have been $3 million; we are not, in the scheme of things, talking about a lot of money. I think a plan for its 
ongoing preservation is needed. It needs to be done, in my view, in conjunction with the City of Swan. Just as 
the City of Stirling stumped up $30 million to match the government’s $30 million at Scarborough, the 
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City of Swan needs to stump up for the future of this historic township within its borders. Minister, my proposal 
is that the state government, potentially using the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority, should step in and 
purchase this site and hand it over to the City of Swan, which can use it for some community purpose. It could 
put parking at the rear that would service not only the hotel or whatever goes in the building at the front, but also 
the rest of the businesses in Guildford, where there is a shortfall of parking. In many circumstances, the 
City of Swan has pocketed the money—cash in lieu—resulting in an absence of parking bays for some of those 
businesses. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [9.43 am]: I completely agree with the sentiment that 
Guildford Hotel is a very important heritage building in a very important heritage precinct in a very historic part 
of Western Australia, given that Guildford, Perth and Fremantle were the first three settlements to be developed 
in what is now the Perth metropolitan area, after European settlement in 1829. I stand by the comments I made 
a year ago that action is needed on the site, and that if action is not taken by the owners, state government 
intervention should be considered as a strong possibility. That is still the case. However, we need to remember 
that this site and the hotel are privately owned, and the primary responsibility for redeveloping the hotel and 
restoring the building to an appropriate use — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Does the government have any responsibility, minister? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: If the member for Girrawheen lets me finish, I will explain the situation to her—that is, if she 
has a genuine interest in getting an outcome—or maybe her only interest is continuing to interject in this place as 
she often does. 

The owners have the primary responsibility to restore the hotel and ensure that it is available to the community in 
an appropriate way and continues to play its role as a very significant heritage building in Guildford. 
My comments a year ago may have prompted some action by the owners—I do not know whether that is the 
case. Government intervention is still a possibility, but it would be a last resort—I have always had that view. It 
is the case that the owners sought to extend the development approval given by the City of Swan. Initially, I had 
some scepticism about that, but work is actually underway on the building at the moment—it certainly was an 
hour and three-quarters ago when I drove past there. I understand that the owners are taking action to replace the 
roof on the hotel. Certainly, some restoration work appears to be occurring within the building at the moment, 
and that is a good thing. If adequate protection for the site is not provided and the roof is not replaced in a short 
period of time, I and many other people will certainly be very disappointed. 

The owners, as announced last year, entered into a lease agreement with Publican Group Australia to operate the 
hotel as a hospitality venue, and in response to requests from Publican Group, an application to amend the 
development approval was lodged with the City of Swan. Those amended plans provide for modification to some 
of the internal elements of the building and the roof, and the conservation of the heritage fabric and 
reconstruction of the belvedere. Those amended plans were referred to and conditionally supported by the 
State Heritage Office, and subsequently approved by the City of Swan in December of last year; the 
development approval has been extended to 30 July this year. A building permit for the preliminary works was 
acquired on 20 November 2014, and I am advised that works were commenced to prepare the building for the 
installation of a new roof on 26 November 2014. As I mentioned, work is currently underway. 

The owner has also lodged, as implied in the member for Midland’s comments, an application to amend the 
City of Swan’s local planning scheme to allow for an additional use for multiple dwellings at the rear of the hotel 
site. That application to amend the planning scheme was initially considered by the City of Swan on 
12 November; it had some preliminary consultation, and on 17 December 2014 the City of Swan resolved to 
initiate that particular scheme amendment to allow for multiple dwellings to be included as an acceptable use on 
the lot. I take it from the comments of the member for Midland that she is not supportive of that scheme 
amendment. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: It is probably just going to enhance the value of the block of land for the developer, which 
he might even then sell. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: A decision will be made on planning grounds as to whether it is appropriate to have some 
residential use on that site. Probably one of the significant aspects is the height of what would be allowed to be 
developed. The City of Swan, in its initial approval for public consultation, decided it should not exceed the 
height of the belvedere, which would likely limit any development to four storeys. That scheme amendment is 
currently being advertised, and the closing date for submissions is 26 March. Members of the community have 
until then to make submissions. I understand there is a community briefing on the proposal tonight at 
Midland Town Hall for those who wish to be provided with additional information or clarification on the effects 
of the amendment. The amendment has been referred to the Heritage Council of Western Australia for its advice, 
and that will be provided in due course. Following the consultation period, the amendment will again be 
considered by the City of Swan and then forwarded to the Western Australian Planning Commission for 
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assessment by the Department of Planning, and then a recommendation by the Planning Commission to me for 
a final determination. I am not going to prejudge what should occur in relation to the scheme amendment, of 
course, but I think as a general observation it would not be an unreasonable thing for there to be some residential 
use on the site. It would fit with the overall planning strategy, “Directions 2031”, given that it is in an area close 
to significant public transport and Guildford railway station. In principle, some residential development on the 
site and in that precinct would most likely be appropriate, but it depends how it is done. The design aspects, the 
height and the other mutual architectural planning aspects certainly need to be very much taken into account. 
In conclusion, I entirely agree that action is needed for the restoration, conservation and preservation of the 
hotel. If it does not occur fully, I will be very disappointed, but some work is underway at the moment and the 
planning scheme amendment will be given fair consideration. 
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