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Introduction
This report details the community engagement methodology and findings
regarding the proposal by Oryx Communities to develop a new residential aged
care home on 73-75 Doonan Road and 16-18 Betty Street Nedlands.
Oryx Communities engaged Creating Communities to undertake a community
engagement process with immediate neighbours to inform them of the Oryx
Communities proposal and seek their feedback.
The proposed aged care home will provide contemporary care services and
accommodation to elderly residents in Nedlands, an area where there is growing
demand for aged care services.
Since initial consultation began over five years ago, the design has evolved to
complement the surrounding streets and ensure the proposal not only complies
with but exceeds the requirements of the City of Nedland’s Local Planning
Scheme No. 3 (LPS3) and their Local Planning Policy – Residential Aged Care
Facilities.
Once the Development Application was lodged, Creating Communities
collaborated with Planning Solutions (town planning) and Hassell (architects) in
meeting with direct neighbours to discuss the proposal, understand their
concerns and address any questions the neighbours may have.
This report includes the methodology of the community engagement process and
its key findings.

1.1

Background of previous community consultation
conducted

In 2016 Creating Communities were contracted to undertake engagement with
stakeholders and the community regarding the proposal to develop an aged care
home on the site of 73-75 Doonan Road and 16-18 Betty Street Nedlands. It was
also proposed at that time to refurbish the former Melvista Nursing Home which
closed in 2012 (and is owned by Lisle Villages), but this didn’t proceed.
Key phases of the engagement process in 2016 included:
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•

A briefing meeting and presentation to the Councillors from the City of
Nedlands to explain the proposal and to seek feedback on what issues need
to be addressed when communicating and engaging with the community.

•

The development of information materials, including a booklet containing a
range of details regarding the proposed developments, as well as frequently
asked questions and answers.

•

Community Open Days, which were held to provide information, enable
attendees to discuss the proposals and provide feedback:
o

Community (Nedlands and Dalkeith) – Saturday 30 April 2016

o

Leaweena and Lisle Lodge residents – Thursday 28 April 2016

o
•

Melvista Lodge residents – Wednesday 27 April 2016

Invitations to key stakeholders to meet with representatives from Oryx and
Lisle Villages (Inc) to discuss the proposal. Those invited included members
of parliament, neighbouring organisations and local medical practitioners to
brief them on the development.

The findings from our Community Survey data obtained from community
members via three Open Days regarding the proposed development of aged care
facilities were:
•

88% of respondents agree that more aged care services and
accommodation are needed in Nedlands (67% Strongly Agree; 21% Agree).

•

95% of respondents agree that the proposed restoration of the former
Melvista Nursing Home will provide additional aged care services to the
growing number of ageing residents in the local community (68% Strongly
Agree; 27% Agree).

•

93% of respondents agree that the proposed new residential care facility on
privately owned land, adjacent to the Melvista site, will help provide
accommodation for the growing number of ageing residents (66% Strongly
Agree; 27% Agree).

Between 2016 and early 2020, Creating Communities has not been involved in
engaging the community. We have been advised that members of the Oryx
Communities team were communicating and engaging with stakeholders and
neighbours during that time.
We also understand that, following our community engagement in 2016, the City
of Nedlands advertised and sought public comment on the disposal of 75 Doonan
Rd, the advertising of the Local Planning Scheme and the Local Planning Policy:
Residential Aged Care.
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Methodology
As the Development Application had already been submitted to the City of
Nedlands at the time of engagement, Creating Communities were contracted by
Oryx Communities to meet with local residents to inform them of the Oryx
Communities proposal and seek their feedback.
Our brief was to engage with immediate neighbours whose property adjoined or
faced the site, as they would most likely be affected by the proposal. Each of the
houses that surrounded the site were contacted via a letter drop containing
information on the proposal and inviting them to meet with Creating Communities
and members of the design team, Planning Solutions (town planning) and Hassell
(architects). The consultation sought to build upon the initial support for this
project and reassure neighbours of any concerns.
Key issues that Creating Communities expected were:
•

Overshadowing and the effect on neighbours’ houses & Melvista Lodge
resident’s with solar panels

•

Overlooking into neighbouring houses

•

Parking

•

Queries around changes to initial designs and how this affects
overshadowing and overlooking.

As community consultation began, the remit for engagement expanded due to the
negative response from concerned neighbours and a subsequent coordinated
community campaign driven by local neighbours.
The overall process included neighbour meetings, stakeholder meetings and the
provision of information materials. The provision of accurate information was vital
during the consultation process as there was a significant amount of material
distributed within the community not by Creating Communities or Oryx
Communities.

2.1

Stakeholder Meetings

Neighbours were invited to meet with Creating Communities and members of the
design team to discuss any specific matters that related to their property and their
interaction with the site.
Engagement also commenced with the senior management and the board of Lisle
Villages, as well as their residents of Melvista Lodge.
The table below indicates the types of stakeholder that were invited to attend
meetings, the method of invitation to these meetings, when these meetings were
conducted, specific stakeholders that took up the offer to attend a meeting (with
the exception of government stakeholders, details of individuals are omitted for
confidentiality), number of meetings conducted and number of attendees.
In total, 17 meetings were conducted, attended by 41 individuals.
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Summary of Stakeholder and Neighbour Meetings
TYPE OF
STAKEHOLDER

METHOD OF INVITATION

DATE

Neighbour Meetings Hard copy letters with accompanying FAQ and June July
Information Booklets were delivered to
immediate (11) neighbours to the property
(Names and addresses omitted for
confidentiality).

NO.
NO.
MEETINGS ATTENDEES
12

21

July

4

15

Melvista Lodge Drop Hard copy letters were delivered to all residents
of Melvista Lodge (Units 1 – 27).
In Session

July

1

5

Federal Government Emails were delivered to:
o Hon. Celia Hammond MP
Stakeholders

June July

Melvista Lodge
Resident Meetings

Hard copy letters with accompanying FAQ and
Information Booklets were delivered to all
residents of Melvista Lodge (Units 1 – 27).

State Government
Stakeholders

Hard copy letters and emails were delivered to: June July
o
Hon. William (Bill) Marmion MLA
o Hon. Rita Saffioti MLA (Minister for
Transport, Planning)
o Hon. John Carey MLA (Minister for
Planning’s Parliamentary Secretary)

Local Government
Stakeholders

Hard copy letters and emails were delivered to:
o
Mayor Cilla De Lacy
Presentation and briefing with Councillors from
the City of Nedlands.

Lisle Villages Board Hard copy letters and emails were delivered to:
o
Chair Neema Premji
Engagement

Oryx Communities, Creating Communities and
members of the design team attended a Lisle
Villages board meeting to present and brief the
board on the Development Application.
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June July

June

2.2

Communications Materials and Distribution

Creating Communities produced a number of materials to support the
engagement process. The materials listed below are also attached to this report in
the Appendices Section.

General Information and Frequently Asked Question Booklet
In consultation with Oryx Communities and the design team, Creating
Communities produced a graphic-designed 20-page booklet for the community.
This booklet was distributed to neighbours, Melvista Lodge Residents, and Local
and State Government members.
This booklet included:
•

Introduction to Oryx Communities

•

Compliance to the Local Planning Framework

•

Summary of Previous Community Consultation

•

Research on the Demand for Aged Care

•

Objectives of the Proposal

•

Features of the Proposal

•

Design Characteristics of the Proposal

•

Details on Height, Setbacks, Overshadowing, Overlooking, Traffic & Parking

•

Frequently Asked Questions on Services, Building & Construction,
Community Engagement Process.

Copies of the Development Application and architectural drawings were
presented in all stakeholder meetings.

Additional Information for Melvista Lodge Residents
An additional information sheet was created for Melvista Lodge Residents on
matters relevant to their circumstances. This document was made available to all
residents that attended the resident meetings in the Melvista Lodge Common
Meeting Room.
This information included:
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o

Inclusion of the former Melvista Nursing Home

o

Access to The Melvista Nedlands Home

o

Effects on Solar Panels

o

Proposed Schedule for Construction and Construction Management

o

Submission Options.

Additional Questions and Answers
Following the initial neighbour meetings, another Question and Answer booklet
which in total was 20 pages and addressed 125 questions that were asked during
the consultation process and sought to address false information distributed
throughout the community. This document was distributed widely across the
neighbourhood to 90 households to ensure the surrounding area were informed
about the proposal.
This document included information on:
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o

Oryx Communities

o

Location

o

Care/Resident Numbers

o

Couples Accommodation

o

Trees/Landscaping

o

Building Height

o

Planning Framework

o

Sustainability

o

Emergency Management

o

Health

o

Palliative Care and Deceased Residents

o

Building Dimensions

o

Setbacks and Boundaries

o

Perspectives/ Overlooking/ Overshadowing/ Views

o

Storage

o

Building/ Design/ Planning Specifics

o

Roof Plant/ Acoustics/ Exhaust

o

Air Circulation

o

Vehicles/ Traffic/ Staffing

o

Consultation Process

o

Timeline.

Distribution of Information
Our initial distribution of communication materials, including the General
Information and Frequently Asked Question booklet and a hard copy invitation to
meet one-on-one, was to the immediate neighbours (9 residencies) of the
property. This distribution area is highlighted in navy in Figure 1 and was
conducted on the 15 June.
Within a week of our first letter drop, on the 22 June, we expanded our distribution
of the General Information and Frequently Asked Question booklet wider to 28
residencies. This distribution area is highlighted in yellow in Figure 1.
As requested by Oryx Communities, additional letters and General Information
and Frequently Asked Question booklets were distributed to two residents on
Granby Crescent
The final distribution of the additional Question and Answer booklet went to 90
residencies. This distribution was conducted on the 17 July and is highlighted in
red in Figure 1. This information was also distributed to the City of Nedlands with a
request for it to be uploaded alongside the Development Application on the City’s
Your Voice website.
2

3

1

Figure 1: Map of areas that received information from Creating Communities
during the engagement process.
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Overview of Findings
Neighbours whose properties adjoined or faced the site of the proposal were
delivered a letter inviting them to one-on-one meetings with Creating
Communities, Planning Solutions and Hassel to discuss the proposal and address
any concerns that related to their property and their interaction with the site.
Following the initial meeting, a follow up request was sent to all neighbours
inviting them to meet with a representative of Oryx Communities and Creating
Communities to further discuss the Development Application and their concerns.
In addition, Creating Communities delivered invitations to all residents of Melvista
Lodge to attend group sessions to review the Development Application and
address any questions or concerns that the residents may have.
To ensure all Melvista Lodge residents had access to accurate information and
the opportunity to discuss any concerns or provide feedback an additional drop in
session was organised.

3.1

Neighbour Meetings

Briefing meetings were conducted with immediate neighbours between Tuesday
22 to Friday 26 July 2020 with:
•

5 residents on Melvista Ave

•

8 residents on Doonan Rd

•

4 residents on Betty St

•

4 residents on Granby Cres.

If specific addresses are requested these may be provided but this is subject to
respondent confidentiality.
Meetings were conducted with neighbours in their home, and in attendance was
Creating Communities, Director, Planning Solutions, Director and Hassel, Senior
Associate. At the meetings, neighbours were shown copies of the Development
Application and architectural drawings of the proposed facilities.
Detailed feedback from this meeting can be found in Section 4.
Following the initial meetings and in response to the large number of questions
asked. Creating Communities distributed an extensive Question and Answer
booklet with an invitation for neighbours to meet with a representative of Oryx
Communities, accompanied by Creating Communities. A request was received
from one neighbour, asking to organise a meeting with 9 neighbours and the
Directors of Oryx Communities only. Under the guidance of Oryx Communities,
this request was denied, and the purpose of meeting with neighbours one on one
was reiterated. Key takeaways from this communication exchange can be found in
section 4.4 of this report.
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Only one residence took up the opportunity to meet with a representative from
Oryx Communities in the second round of neighbour meetings.
NOTE: Following the completion of the neighbour meetings, an invitation was
sent to two residents on Granby Cres inviting them to meet with members of the
project team to discuss the proposal. One residence responded to this request
and met with Creating Communities, Director and Oryx Communities, Director.
The feedback from this meeting has been included in the findings.
Major Themes
The major themes of positive comments, and themes of issues and concerns,
raised in neighbour meetings are shown below. The numbers in brackets indicate
the number of responses related to this theme.
Please note that the same attendee may have made multiple comments related to
the same theme.
Issues or Concerns
The most common themes on issues or concerns from the neighbour meetings
were:
•

Concerns about the provision of parking (41)

•

Concerns about the consultation and communication process (35)

•

Concerns about the scale (27)

•

Concerns about the Local Government planning process (20)

•

Concerns about the building & design (19).

Positive Comments
The most common positive themes from the neighbour meetings were:
•

The plant being put into the roof (2)

•

Breaking up the front of the building to look like two houses (2)

•

Appropriate location for aged care facilities (2)

•

Increased setbacks on what is permitted in the LPP (1).

3.2

Melvista Lodge Meetings

Four group meetings were organised with Melvista Lodge residents on 3 July. The
number of residents who attended the group meetings is below:
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•

3 residents attended Group Meeting 1

•

3 residents attended Group Meeting 2

•

4 residents attended Group Meeting 3

•

5 residents attended Group Meeting 4.

Meetings were conducted with residents at the Melvista Common Meeting Room,
and in attendance was Oryx Communities, Managing Director, Oryx Communities,
Director, Lisle Villages, General Manager, Creating Communities, Director and
Creating Communities, Consultant. At the meetings neighbours were shown
copies of the Development Application and architectural drawings.
The major themes of positive comments, and themes of issues and concerns,
raised in meetings with Melvista Lodge residents are shown below. The numbers
in brackets indicated the number of responses related to this theme.
Detailed feedback from this meeting can be found in Section 4.
Please note that the same attendee may have made multiple comments related to
the same theme.
Issues or Concerns
•

Comments about the community response & associated materials (15)

•

Concerns about traffic and parking (13)

•

Comments about Melvista Nursing Home (3)

•

Comments about the scale & height (3)

•

Comments on overshadowing (3).

Positive Comments
•

Positive comment and queries on the service provision (14)

•

Positive comments about design (7)

•

Positive comments on the demand for Aged Care in the local area (5)

•

Positive comments on communications & consultation (4).

3.3

Melvista Lodge Drop In Session

The major themes of comments and questions, and themes of issues and
concerns, raised in meetings with Melvista Lodge residents are shown below. The
numbers in brackets indicated the number of responses related to this theme.
Please note that the same attendee may have made multiple comments related to
the same theme.
An additional Drop-In Meeting was organised for Melvista Lodge residents on 16
July at the Melvista Common Meeting Room. Residents of three units attended
this meeting.
Oryx Communities, Director, Lisle Villages, General Manager, Creating
Communities, Director and Creating Communities, Consultant attended the
additional meeting.

13

Issues or Concerns
•

Comments on design (11)

•

Concerns about the height (5)

•

Concerns about Lisle Villages (2).

General Comments and Questions
•

Comments about the next steps of the process (7)

•

Clarification on services (5)

•

Comments about objections to the project (7).

Detailed Findings
4.1

Neighbour Meetings

Prior to Creating Communities organising meetings with neighbours, Oryx
Communities reached out to neighbours that they had remained in contact with
since the initial consultation in 2016.
Creating Communities role was to meet with direct neighbours to discuss the
Development Application and address any concerns that might be relevant to the
individual’s property.
As per the table below there were a number of questions that were asked during
these neighbour meetings. Creating Communities kept note of these questions
and developed the Question and Answer booklet (Appendix C) to ensure all
questions were accurately responded to.
The numbers in brackets refer to the number of comments that relate to a
theme (first column). Because attendees were able to make multiple
comments related to the same topic, these are counts of responses rather
than counts of respondents.

Neighbour Feedback Positive Comments
THEME
Positive
comments (8)
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SPECIFIC NOTES
•
•
•
•
•

The plant being put into the roof
Breaking up the front of the building to look like two houses
Increased setbacks on what is permitted in the LPP
Appropriate location for aged care facilities
Architecture is attractive.

Neighbour Feedback Concerns
THEME
Concerns about
the provision of
parking (41)

SPECIFIC NOTES
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concerns about
the consultation
and
communication
process (35)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Not enough parking provided to accommodate staff, visitors and
contractors
People will not take public transport or ride a bike, especially in Winter
End of trip facilities will not be used enough to mitigate traffic impacts
Traffic management plan is difficult to understand
Street parking will be impacted, currently not enough street parking
available
Bus routes and the ability for the bus to move through the area will be
impacted
Noise will increase as cars will be heard throughout the night
Concerned about delivery times & trucks
Implications on safety to children and residents with increased traffic in
the area
Doesn’t adequately address 4.6.4 of the Local Planning Policy in regard
to vehicle access
Will need more staff for a high care facility so will need more parking
than provided
The narrow surrounding streets are too narrow for more traffics and
trucks
Already not enough parking for current visitors to the area
Other Councils require almost double the amount of parking
Rather see two basement levels of parking
It is a quiet street that will be changed
Don’t believe traffic can be effectively managed with such a narrow
street
Increased vehicle movements and lack of parking will impact the local
streets
25 staff at peak – concerned about where they will park
Worried visitors and staff may park on Granby Crescent – already see
contractors doing this from time to time
Not enough parking provided to accommodate staff, visitors and
contractors.
Not informed by the City of Nedlands about The Melvista/ Oryx
Communities proposal at the time of purchasing their property
Not informed by the Real Estate Agent who sold the house nor the
previous residents about the engagement that occurred in 2016 or
about the proposal
No consultation from Oryx Communities since the consultation in 2016
Not adequately consulted in the lead up to the development of the
current designs and plans and rushed to address the concerns
Disrespected as residents and neighbours
No consultation on the design
Facts are misrepresented in the document

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
Concerns about
the scale (27)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Not extensive consultation
Not enough information provided, information lacks transparency
The proposal in 2016 indicated a refurbishment of the former Melvista
Lodge in Lisle Villages. This is what people were consulted on and
should occur
The brochure claims of extensive community consultation which is
disingenuous. All references to community consultation are about the
single event at the Community Open Day in 2016, which related to a
completely different proposal to the current development plan
Bought the house after the 2016 consultation period
What is presented in the 2020 proposal is not what was consulted on in
2016
Nearby residents didn’t receive the first round of communications
Facts are misrepresented in the documentation
Onus has been on the local community to find out information
Residents felt blindsided by the process
Lack of information provided; lacks transparency and appears
deceptive
The booklet has pages of outrageous facts
Complete lack of transparency
Even though Oryx Communities don’t have to consult prior to lodging a
Development Application, ethically they should do more
An abject failure of engagement by Oryx Communities since 2016 surprised by the change
Surprised.
Disappointed with the size and scale which is not in line with the
residential street
Much bigger than expected
Two storeys plus a basement would be acceptable
Will reduce views to Mason Gardens
Privacy concerns due to the scale
Bulky building in a residential area
Will tower over Lisle Villages
Roof should be considered as a storey
Bulk and scale are complete out of context
The bulk and scale of the building will look like a battleship from Mason
Gardens
Out of character with the local area – more consideration for the local
context should have been considered when developing the design
The bulk and scale is out of context within the local area
Much higher than surrounding single storey buildings
We were unaware that it would be of this scale – thought it would be like
the scale at Lisle Villages
4 storey building not appropriate in the area
The scale of the building is not in keeping with a residential street nor
are the setbacks as residential setbacks are 9 metres.

Concerns about
the Local
Government
planning process
(20)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concerns about
the building &
design (19)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concerns about
the trees and
landscaping (18)

•
•
•
•
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No information received from the City of Nedlands about the changes
to the Local Planning Policy (LPP) or re-zoning of the lots on Betty
Street and Doonan Road
No information received from the City of Nedlands about the sale of the
lots to Oryx Communities
Unhappy with the Council for creating the planning rules and conditions
that enabled this development to occur
Believe it is accessing a loophole that enabled special use zones to
have an R80 zoning
City of Nedlands planning framework is not appropriate for the local
area
Residents understand that there is a planning process and it will run its
course
In the Local Planning Policy, it states that the site precedence should
be used in relation to determining scale
Scale is appropriate in other locations such as Monash Avenue as it is
across from a hospital – not a residential street
Other buildings are R10 and this is a monolith in comparison
It complies but is manifestly unfair
Council have lost sight of who they are representing.
Had the chance to develop a high-quality product and didn’t
Had the opportunity to develop a more liveable and healthier place for
residents and didn’t
Too many residents on the site
Sloping/steep streets is not a good place for such a development.
Should be built on a flat site
Preferred the suggested proposal in the 2016 communications
Prefer lower scale developments
Much larger than expected
Need to protect the upper hill side properties more
Prefer lower scale facilities like Alfred Carson
Out of character with the local area
Understand that the design is guided by the Planning Framework –
however there should have been more consideration of the local
context in developing the designs
Retaining the design of the building will be expensive
Designed on a page without reference to or analysis of the local
context.
Very little landscaping and gardens, removing large trees from the
property
No screening of trees and very little outdoor space for residents on the
sides of the building
Concerned that the only area people have to go to get fresh air and
meet visitors is external courtyards
Concerned that trees proposed for the street frontage will undermine
the foundations of the footpath

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concerns about
the Wellness
Centre (13)

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
Concerns about
service delivery
(12)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Concerns about
overlooking (12)

•
•
•
•
•

18

No attempt has been made to retain the mature trees. There is a
eucalyptus within 2m of the boundary and the removal of a Ghost Gum
The new trees don’t appear to be of a significant scale
Gardens could have been created internally
Not enough trees
Most of the garden is on the balconies
Would prefer vines along the side of the building to create more privacy
Removal of tress are not a planning approval matter
Prefer evergreen species. No red maples; no box trees; no liquid
ambers.
Concerned that the Wellness Centre will be used for day patients and
generate more traffic and parking
It will become a business entity with full time staff inviting other
patients to the area to increase business revenue
It isn’t clear what the intent of the Wellness Centre is
It isn’t clear whether the Wellness Centre will operate full time
Seems to be pushing the requirements of the Town Planning Scheme
If it was on paper that it is part of the Oryx Communities strategy, that
the Wellness Centre is not a walk-in centre and that you need to have
an ACAT assessment to attend the Wellness Centre, then it might
alleviate misconceptions
Concerned that any shortfall of patients from within the facility will be
made up of outside residents
Seems to be pushing the requirements of the Town Planning Scheme.
Not against aged care – just against high density aged care
Lower quality hospital for profit - in a local residential area
High care is C Grade hospital facility in a residential area
Oryx Communities need to outline what type of medical activities will
occur at the site to the local neighbours
More of a commercial building than a residential building
Too many residents in such a small space
Herding too many old people in there… “disgusting how many people
are being accommodated”
High care is a de facto medical facility that is out of keeping with a
residential area. Believe this proposal to be outrageous.
Overlooking is the top issue and will be for every northern neighbour
Concerned that residents will overlook into neighbouring properties
from the north facing windows and the balconies on Doonan Road and
Betty Street
Privacy concerns as well as concerns about who is looking into
neighbours’ houses
No control on who is overlooking
Concerns about who is overlooking, will they have Police Clearances
and Working with Children’s Checks? Need to protect their children

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The north facing windows mean it’s impossible not to look into the
properties
Request for Oryx Communities to have empathy and provide frosting on
the north facing windows
North facing windows mean nearby neighbours will feel watched
“We don’t want to see them, and they don’t want to see us”
Even with a 6.4m setback people can still look into our property
There is no point of the windows being setback to 6.4m if they can still
look into our property
Will impact on privacy due to overlooking.

Concerns about
setbacks (7)

•
•
•
•
•
•

It doesn’t have a residential setback
Residential setbacks are 9metres
Privacy concerns due to not being in line with the residential setbacks
Request for a further setback
Not sure how the setbacks comply
The scale of the building is not in keeping with a residential street nor
are the setbacks as residential setbacks are 9metres.

Concerned with
the precedent
this creates for
Lisle Villages (6)

•

Concerned that Lisle Villages will develop to this scale as the Local
Planning Policy allows it to.

Concerns about
the impact to
their quality of
life (6)

•
•
•

The proposal will negatively impact their quality of life
Trying to protect a lifestyle for their family
Currently a very quiet street, increase in noise from the proposed
development and noise from surrounding traffic
The proposal will impact the quality of life and privacy to the neighbours
Unintended consequences will impact on the local residents and local
amenity
Proposal is in the heartland of a residential area
Rather a residential house next door
It is a quiet neighbourhood where people and families walk to the park –
don’t want it to become more dangerous.

•
•
•
•
•

Concerns about
the impact on
property values
(6)

•
•
•

Property values will be reduced as a result
Property values in the area are considered an investment
Concerned that they will be paying for a house that isn’t worth what it
once was due to the proposal.

Concerns about
the architectural
drawings (6)

•

Drawings show the fourth storey and roof in a lighter shade is a slight of
hand
Perspective drawings need to show other angles
Architectural drawings are not an accurate representation of the
building.
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•
•

Comments about
Oryx
Communities (5)

•
•
•
•

Oryx Communities cannot be trusted, it is gutless for them not to attend
It is bad for Oryx Communities’ reputation
Statements about providing services to people in need is rubbish. This
is just about a developer maximising their profits at the expense of
neighbours
Surprised they didn’t attend the meetings.

Concerns about
disease control –
COVID-19 (3)

•

Concerned about disease control such as COVID-19 in the facility.

Concerns about
the demand for
care in the local
area (3)

•
•
•

There isn’t demand for this facility
Other care facilities in the local suburbs
It will be empty and a failure.

Overall Objection
(2)

•

Object to this proposal in its entirety – it is of a scale completely out of
keeping with the surrounding neighbourhood, and there will be a
massive impact on local traffic in a quiet street. This proposal should be
for two storeys and scaled back in all areas.
Unintended consequences that will impact on the local residents, local
amenity, which may not have been taken into account in the planning of
the facility.

•

Concerns on
overshadowing
(2)

•
•

Shadows will be cast across the road in the evening
Overshadowing is confusing.

Concerns about
the impact on
Transperth (2)

•
•

Buses will not be able to get through effectively
Public transport is poor – only one bus per hour between 9:00am and
4:00pm.

Concerns about
the project
delivery (2)

•
•

Concerned about the timeline of the project
Development timing is curious – looks like 4-5 years in the making, but
no engagement in that time.

Questions Asked During Consultation (These questions were address in Appendix C or
during the consultation)

Building Design
(59)

•
•
•
•
•
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What is the total sqm of the building floor plate on each floor?
What is the total sqm of site coverage?
Where is the diesel fuel point for the fire pumps? And where is the
diesel fuelling point for trucks? What is the required truck size and the
setback allocated for the truck when refuelling?
Where will the wet waste be stored (e.g. food scraps)?
There are two lifts to the basement – will they be used for everything
(e.g. including visitors, transferring sick people, transferring deceased,
removing waste, moving goods)?

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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What process is in place in regard to a deceased resident? Where are
they stored until collected?
How will non-ambulatory residents be evacuated in the event of an
emergency? Is there a predicted amount of non-ambulatory residents
that will need to be catered for?
What emergency evacuation system is proposed? Fire and life safety
systems; smoke hazard system; thermal detection etc.
Where is the turn out point in the event of an evacuation?
Has the fire brigade been engaged and approved the design? How will
emergency services like fire crews get to residents and also fight the
fire when there is only an exit to Doonan Road and one underground on
Betty Street?
What is the thickness of the slab?
Where are the nurses’ stations?
What plans are there to operate this as a medical centre with onsite
medical and allied health services in this facility?
What is the sustainability rating? How can it be 10% above BCA? What
is the carbon footprint? What is the green star rating?
Is there cold storage for food? If so, how much is provided?
What wind studies have there been?
Are there plume dischargers, are they water cooled or dry cooled?
Water cooled may develop plumes and risk of legionnaires disease, as it
becomes a hot box. Provides a smaller plant area though.
Air cooled – is bigger and noisier but doesn’t develop dangerous
plumes.
What acoustic treatment is planned to treat noise? What is Oryx
Communities putting in place to mitigate the noise from the following
emitters; Air conditioners; Laundry dryers; Emergency generators? Has
the noise from dementia patients been considered?
Exhausts are required to be above the parapet, how much higher will
they be and how many will there be?
Has any assessment on the heat island effect been done?
Has any assessment of reflection/ glare been done?
What is the process if the facility needs to go into lockdown?
What type of air recirculation system has been planned?
Can the developer put up scaffolding to demonstrate the height and
width of the building for the residents?
Why does it need to be so big – and completely out of scale with the
rest of the street?
Why has the building not been designed to fit in with the streetscape?
What is the impact on the amenity from Mason Gardens?
Are views available from the park of the proposed development?
What is the total frontage to Doonan Road– which looks into our
property?
What does SMSB mean in the basement?
There is a store provided that is bigger than the kitchen and the laundry
– why is this and what is it used for??
What is the total site coverage?
When did the R-Codes disappear?

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
Traffic / Parking
(34)

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
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What is in place for fire emergencies?
Where is the front boundary?
Is there a pool?
Is there any access by lift to the first floor?
Is there a laneway next to Lisle?
Do rooms have an en-suite?
What does the plot ratio mean?
Is the plant in the roof?
How did it change from originally being 2-3 storeys to 4 storeys?
How does the design fit in with the local streetscape?
How does this comply with the 1:1 plot ratio?
Why is there no other higher density in the street?
Has an acoustics assessment report been done?
What is proposed for solar?
How high is the building at the bottom of the site and the top of the
site?
Where is the exhaust outlet?
What is the size of the rooms?
Are the fire escapes via the basement?
What is the distance from the footpath to the building?
Do the rooms have doors to the balcony?
What is the structural impact on our residence?
How many vehicles such as delivery trucks, are planned for the
development?
How many trucks and other vehicles are proposed to access the facility
each week?
How many car bays are provided for staff; visitors and others?
Please explain how the numbers were calculated for the traffic report.
Please explain how the numbers were calculated for the car parking
requirements over the 24 hour period - especially given the 90 suite
facility, the number of carers plus constant external providers (such
as medical practitioners, allied health professionals, optometry, dentist,
hair, financial services, emergency services, cleaning, gardening,
maintenance, deliveries (food, gases, waste removal, medical waste
removal, pharmaceutical)), and visitors, family and friends?
Please explain, if there are 40 staff required at one time and the shift
changes where will the next 40 staff park (the previous shift can’t leave
in their cars until the next shift has arrived)?
How can the report conclude no negative impact will occur when there
is going to clearly be a substantial increase in the amount and type of
traffic (delivery trucks etc)?
What local transport will the staff be accessing?
What is the planned traffic impact?
What is the planned waste collection as well as the medical waste
removal rate?
How will the lights of the cars exiting the structure be accommodated?

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
Wellness Centre
(15)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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How will the road and surrounds be adapted to take the extra traffic?
Who will pay for it? – It is currently a narrow street not designed for
multiple cars, plus a clearway down by Betty St and Doonan Rd
What is the impact on traffic at Vincent St / Princess Road / Melvista
Rd?
What is being proposed in relation to parking for maintenance and
delivery vehicles?
What is the planned waste collection as well as the medical waste
removal rate?
What is the height of the delivery trucks and garbage trucks? Will they
all be able to enter under the building? Will they all be able to effectively
use the turning circle underneath?
What is the planned traffic impact? What analysis has been done on the
provision of car parking other than meeting the planning scheme
requirements? It seems low for all staff; visitors; trucks etc. Concerned
they will park in the street.
Will food and linen be brought in from outside - creating more traffic?
What is being proposed in relation to parking for maintenance and
delivery vehicles?
How often will trucks and other vehicles arrive?
What is the protocol with Ambulances?
Is carparking subterranean?
What sort of trucks will come down the access point underground?
What will be put in place for construction traffic?
Do you think there is enough parking?
Wellness Centre - if it is open to the public, how will parking be
managed?
Wellness Centre – how do you determine the level of usage by
residents and outsiders?
Will it be a commercial operation, or there for the residents as part of
their care?
Will this operate as a medical facility with doctors and health
professionals in rooms charging fees?
How do you determine the level of usage by residents and outsiders?
If it is open to the public, how is parking managed?
It states that the Wellness Centre will predominantly cater for the
residents of the aged care home. How do you determine what this
means “predominantly”?
Can other people from outside the home use the facility – if so, how
many?
Wellness Centre – who can use it?
Wellness Centre – how do you determine the level of usage by residents
and outsiders? If it is not full when the centre first opens will the centre
be filled with clients that don’t live in the facility?
What level of patronage will the Wellness Centre have and for what
purpose and how will outside usage be catered for with parking?

•
•
•

Consultation (13)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
Staff (12)

•
•
•
•

•
•
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Is it going to be 5 days a week with 4 allied health services practicing
full time?
Do people need to have an ACAT assessment to use the Wellness
Centre?
The project numbers were minimal, it doesn’t seem to be financially
viable?
What community consultation does Oryx Communities assert it has
undertaken in relation to the new development proposal?
Why were we as residents not notified of any of the departures from the
plans outlined in the community consultation in 2016? Who did the
survey of residents?
How many people completed the survey?
Can we have a copy of the results of the survey, and the survey
questions?
What is the source for statements regarding the number of people
seeking aged care?
There is a claim in the brochure that in the ‘local area ageing population
is underserviced’. What evidence supports this assertion?
Where is the data that some residents have had to relocate to access
high quality services from?
Claims of meetings – who were they with? and when?
Community surveys – When? Who was involved? How many were
involved? We have had no survey.
Survey 88% - who were respondents, when were surveys done, how
many responded? What aged care services did they agree were needed
in Nedlands? Were they asked in the context of the current proposal?
Survey 92% agreed to support the creation of new residential care
home on the Oryx Communities owned site. When was survey done,
what were the sites Oryx Communities owned at this time? What was
understood by residential care home?
Who are the other stakeholders beyond residents and Council?
What does impact on the local amenity mean (in communications)?
How many staff will there be on site at one time (per shift) and how will
shift cross overs be handled?
Where do smokers go to smoke?
How many care staff will be onsite at any one time?
How many other services providers will be on site at any one time over
the 24-hour period? E.g. medical practitioners, allied health
professionals, optometry, dentist, hair, financial services,
emergency services, cleaning, gardening, maintenance, deliveries
(food, gases, waste removal, medical, pharmaceutical).
How many care staff will be onsite at any one time over the 24-hour
period? How many shifts will this entail? What time will be the
changeovers?
Will staff, residents and visitors have Working with Children’s Checks
and Police Clearances?

Overlooking/
Overshadowing
(11)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

City of Nedlands
Planning Process
& Policy (10)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Setbacks (7)

•
•
•
•
•

Development
Process (6)

•
•
•
•
•
•
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Can our backyard be viewed from the Oryx Communities balconies and
will shadow cast over our house?
Shadow diagrams – are they available for across the street?
Can people look from the Melvista into our backyard and pool area?
What are the site lines from the third level to?
Where do the front balconies view in to?
Can the front balconies be screened at the side to prevent overlooking
down the street?
What is the size of the windows facing Betty Street (front corner
windows)?
Can the side windows be frosted at the bottom to prevent overlooking?
Will there be windows on the sides of the buildings looking across to
neighbours?
Can the north facing windows be frosted to prevent overlooking? Those
windows will look into their pool and their children’s cubby house. Can
you find a way to look at this?
Can the front balconies be screened at the side to prevent overlooking
down the street?
When were the various elements of the planning framework related to
this site advertised?
When did LPS3 come in?
When was the LPS advertised?
What was the planning process from the City of Nedlands that permits
this building?
What was the previous height limit allowed, prior to the planning
framework changing?
Any plot ratio bonuses provided in the Scheme?
Why wasn’t there signage out the front advertising the change of
zoning?
Why weren’t we advised by Council?
Is this what will be advertised by the Council?
Can the front of the building be pulled back to match the setbacks of
the residential buildings and prevent overlooking at the front?
What are the setbacks?
Why is the setback not 9m like other residential buildings?
Do you think the setbacks are adequate?
Are your current setbacks compliant with the Local Planning Policy?
What is the JDAP decision making process?
What is the engagement process for the Development Application?
Can others seek an engagement session?
Are there any possible changes that can be made if we make
submissions?
Will the builder’s details be provided?
How can we influence the proposal to protect our amenity and
property?

Site Ownership
(5)

•
•
•

Development
Process (5)

•
•
•
•
•

Trees (5)

•
•
•
•
•

Was the site owned by Oryx Communities when the consultation was
done (show plan and text on this)?
Oryx Communities only owned one of the blocks when the original
consultation was done in 2016, how did they plan for the development
without it being advertised?
Are the lots combined?
What is the JDAP decision making process?
What is the engagement process for the Development Application?
Can others seek an engagement session?
Are there any possible changes that can be made if we make
submissions?
Will the builder’s details be provided?
Can trees be planted on the sides of the building to screen it?
Which, if any, trees are being saved?
The policy identifies the requirement for 25% landscaping. The plans
say that there is 31%. How has this been measured?
Will the trees on site be mature trees?
Are you replacing deep-rooted trees for vertical gardens? Are all the
trees grounded?

Services (4)

•
•
•
•

Will meals and laundry be done on site?
How is medical waste removed?
Are there any set visiting hours and what is the peak time?
Is the café open to the outside community?

Plans (4)

•

Please provide a representation of the development from the north
eastern aspect (i.e. 76 Doonan Road)?
Do you think it is an accurate perspective?
If you can’t be sure that the perspective is absolutely accurate and need
a specialist to assess – what sort of specialist do you need?
Are the renders an accurate depiction of the design?

•
•
•
Purpose (3)

•
•
•

Oryx
Communities (3)

•
•
•
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Why did Oryx Communities choose to build this development in this
particular location - in the middle of a residential area, with quiet,
narrow streets and little parking?
Why does this facility need to be so big in such a small area?
What plans are there for to operate this a medical centre with onsite
medical and allied health services in this facility?
What is Oryx Communities experience in Aged Care? Have they only
operated The Richardson?
Is anyone from Oryx Communities involved with Lisle Villages (e.g. own
property; on the Board etc?)
Is there any family of business connection with Lisle?

Couples (3)

•
•

Noise (2)

•
•

How will couples be accommodated? How many can be
accommodated? Will this result in more than 90 people being
accommodated?
Couples staying together even when one or both of them require care –
what happens if one doesn’t require care? How will they be
accommodated in the facility if they are independent and not requiring
care?
How will noise be assessed and managed? How has acoustics been
considered with dementia patients; visitors etc?
What are the decibel ratings of the following emitters; air conditioners,
laundry dryers and emergency generators?

Dementia
Support (2)

•

Is there a dementia specific area? Is it secure?

Appointment of
the project team
(1)

•

When were the team engaged to undertake the work? How is it possible
to have this work done since the local planning policy only came into
effect in April 2020?

Lisle Villages (1)

•

What is Lisle Village’s view on this?

Service (1)

•

Will respite care also be offered?

Airflow (1)

•

How will air circulate in the building?

RLS (1)

•

What are the natural ground levels and RL levels for each storey and
the roof?

Fire (1)

•

What is in place for fire emergencies?

Resident
Demographics (1)

•

Claims of 'one in five older residents requires care locally' – what are the
ages of the ‘older residents’ referred to? What is the source of this
data?

Licences (1)

•

What aged care licences are currently held for this facility? And what
level of care is required?
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4.2

Melvista Lodge Resident Meetings

Melvista Lodge residents received a letter and a copy of the General Information
and Frequently Asked Questions booklet inviting them to meet with Creating
Communities and the design team to discuss the plans, ask questions and provide
feedback.
The Melvista Lodge Resident Meetings occurred on Friday 3 July 2020.
There was a total of 15 residents at 4 group meetings. A total of 27 residences
received invitations to attend meetings
The numbers in brackets refer to the number of comments that relate to a
theme (first column). Because attendees were able to make multiple
comments related to the same topic, these are counts of responses rather
than counts of respondents.

Melvista Lodge Residents’ Positive Comments
THEME
Positive
comments or
queries on the
service
provision (15)

SPECIFIC NOTES
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Positive
comments
about design (8)
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•
•

Agreeing with the need for respect and dignity to be maintained
“Dignity is very important for elderly people as when you age you
become invisible
Staff to resident ratio
Whether suitable care and services would be in place to support nonambulant patients”
Not bothered about residents with dementia living at The Melvista
Nedlands
Disappointed that the development doesn’t include the Melvista Nursing
Home
Access to The Melvista and associated costs, including pensions,
government support, deposits
Queries on residents’ access to balconies, bathrooms, dietary needs and
lift access
The Wellness Centre will help people at Melvista Lodge
“I support this 100%”
“It’s needed in the area”
“I appreciate you giving the facts”
“I am in support of this”
“Very happy, that’s great, that you can keep your own doctor”
If you’ve got good facilities, you’ll get good staff.
Impressed with the building design and architecture, comments
included “fantastic” & “beautiful”
Isn’t a towering inferno, looks like a 2-storey home

•
•
•
•

It isn’t 4/5 storeys
“It won’t affect solar panels, “oh good”. Solar panels re important to
residents in Lisle Villages.”
Hardly going to impact us as we live at the front of Melvista Lodge
Height is sympathetic.

Positive
comments on
communications
& consultation
(4)

•
•
•
•

The presentation has clarified the process
Impressed by the presentation
One resident said, ‘thank you for taking us through the plans, I feel at
ease’
Appreciated receiving the facts.

Positive
comments
about upper
plant/roof (2)

•

With reference to the plant being hidden on the top floor “oh brilliant”.

Positive
comments on
the demand for
Aged Care in the
local area (2)

•
•
•
•

Reaffirmation of the need for aged care in the area
Importance of Elderly being able to stay in their local area
People here, in Nedlands need this.
A story was told about a resident who left Melvista Lodge, and they are
unable to visit him due to the distance – ‘he was in tears because he
knew he wouldn’t see us again’
“I support this 100%”.

•

Melvista Lodge Residents’ Concerns or Further Comments
Comments
about the
community
response &
associated
materials (16)

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
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Powerful community resistance on the surrounding streets
Materials received from community members is raising concerns
amongst Melvista Lodge residents
In relation to the warning materials distributed by other community
members ‘it’s very scary you know’
Residents explained, that at 7pm nearby community members came
knocking at the door, ‘banging and yelling’. The tone was aggressive.
Two residents explained that they ‘found it quite disturbing’ and ‘it was
scary’
Residents explained that there are individuals that they need to look out
for, as they struggle with their hearing or site
A story was also told about notes being left on cars that were parked in
the street, telling them not to park in the area
There are ladies grouping on the streets saying the “plans are lies it will
be 4-5 storeys high
Residents noted that the proposal has been known about since the
marquee in 2016 – “they had ample time to protest”
It sounds like the “horse has bolted”.

Concerns about
traffic and
parking (13)

•

Comments
about Melvista
Nursing Home
(3)

•

Comments
about the scale
& height (3)

•
•
•

Height is sympathetic
Explanation on the height of the building in comparison to street
The building is higher than originally planned.

Comments on
overshadowing
(3)

•

Initially concerned about the impact of overshadowing on Melvista
Lodge and solar panels
Happy that it doesn’t impact the solar panels
Very happy that solar panels aren’t affected.

Concerns about
the impact on
the bus (3)

•

Concerns about
the precedent it
creates for Lisle
Villages (3)

•
•

The Melvista Nedlands might expand into the Lisle Villages site and
residents will be asked to move
Whether Lisle Villages will develop their site.

Comments
about property
values (2)

•
•

The people around us have property values reducing
The values of the units are the least of the worries.

Concerns about
staff (2)

•

At the Melvista Nursing Home staff were noisy and smoked around the
resident’s houses
Staff can be very noisy & smoke. We don’t want smoke coming over
making it difficult for us to breathe. Staff are loud & can be problematic
for residents.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

•

•

Not enough parking provided to accommodate staff, visitors and
contractors
Concerns about the flow of traffic
Issues in the local area with tradesmen’s parking
Availability of parking during construction
Effects the street parking
Impact on parking during a shift change
Parking already seen as an issue on the surrounding streets
Concerns that City of Nedlands will stop street parking
Noise rolls down the hill from Princess Road
Previous issues with tradesmen on Jutland Parade
Concerns about traffic and parking underneath the building
“A lady on the street told me, ambulances are going to come and go on
the street”.
Residents would like to see updates to the former Melvista Nursing
Home
Disappointed that the development doesn’t include the Melvista Nursing
Home.

As the streets aren’t wide, if there is an increase in street parking, there
is a concern that Transperth might suspend the bus route
The bus loop is very precious to residents.

Concerns about
construction (1)

•
•

Managing the noise/ increase in traffic/ attitude of tradesmen
Concerns about the dust from the construction.

Comments
about City of
Nedlands (1)

•

Residents hadn’t received information from City of Nedlands.

Melvista Lodge Residents’ Questions Addressed at the Meeting
Parking/Traffic
(18)

• If there are 12-14 workmen where will they park during construction? Is
there enough parking available during construction?
• If there is family, staff, admin, doctors, ambulances where do they park?
Is there enough?
• Is there enough parking for staff?
• Where is the Parking?
• Will the parking change on the street?
• So where does the traffic come through?
• Changeover of shifts – talking from experience, how will this impact
traffic/parking?
• Will there be truck deliveries for food and laundry?
• Will all deliveries come under the driveway?
• What happen with 90 people & 20 staff driving?
• Will visitors come at the time when staff are peak?
• You made a capital investment; you want a return. Your parking
underneath, obviously there is going to be a fee charged for parking. Is
there a fee for parking?
• Will there be truck deliveries for food and laundry?
• What time do they deliver trucks arrive? What is the frequency of
delivery?
• How many truck bays (loading bays) do you have underneath? What
happens if there is already a truck underneath?

Facilities &
Services (18)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Can we get takeaway?
Neighbours have said it’s a dementia facility, is it?
Is there one (aged care home) around here?
Where is the kitchen?
Where is the exhaust?
So there is no provision for a mortuary?
How many lifts is there? Is 2 adequate? Are they big lifts?
Do the staff have a staff recreation area?
Do all of the room have balconies?
Do you have bathrooms?
Do you look after dietary needs?
If you are not ambulant then what happened? Do you have slings if
people need to be moved?
• A lady told me you will have a locked ward underground. Do you have a
locked ward underground?
• Where were the Melvista Nursing Lodge beds transferred too?

• How many/ are a lot of the residents able to walk around? Are they chair
or bed bound?
• Is it wheelchair friendly?
• Will the ambulances come with lights & sirens?
• How many staff are required to operate?
Consultation (8)

• Have you met with the Doonan Road & Betty Street residents?
• How long ago was the open day?
• What impact will the angry letter drop have on the process and approval
of Melvista going ahead?
• Why were the consultant unable to answer most of the questions?
(Referring to letter drop)
• When did you buy the two properties?
• Helping yourselves to get a better understanding? Did you show them
(neighbours) the plans as well?
• Do you think you have a fight on your hands here?
• Why are people concerned? Is it going to reduce their property values?

Building design
(8)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Will the boundary trench reduce the noise?
Does the shadow impact the residents?
The border is definitely not shared (between Oryx & Melvista)?
Is the whole driveway under cover? How much of the driveway is open
the sky?
Is the driveway next to the boundary?
What’s the noise level from the driveway?
What about rubbish removal? Does the council do this?
Is the basement secure?

Access to the
home (6)

•
•
•
•
•
•

What is the service fee? How much is paid by the government?
Can I afford to get inside?
So does the pension cover daily fee’s?
Do you have enough beds for pensioners?
How does the finances work? Do they pay a deposit?
Have you got my room booked?

Licenses (3)

• Is there any money involved? Do you pay for licences?
• What is the process if you only get 60 beds? Does the government take
the additional beds back?
• Why I ask then, you bought these properties thinking that this would go
ahead?

Lisle Villages (2)

• Will Lisle Villages develop this site? Do you have your eyes on this place?
• Will you eventually infringe on to Lisle Villages?

Height/Scale (2)

• There is a big tree out there, is that about the height of the building?
• How many storeys is that?
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Wellness
Centre (2)

• Will the Wellness Centre charge? Are the Wellness Centre fees onto of
your daily fees?
• Can you have your own private doctor?

Timeframes (2)

• What are the current timeframes for Melvista Nursing Home?
• How long will it take to build?

Next stages (2)

• Who is going to control the tradies?
• What the next process?

Landscaping (2)

• There is a very large tree on the site, will that go?
• Are the new trees deciduous? Will they let light in?

Transperth Bus
(1

• Doonan and Betty aren’t wide, there is a lot of parking on the street
already, how will the bus get through?

Oryx
Communities (1)

• Who is Oryx Communities?

Other (1)

• How many residents live at the Regis?

4.3

Melvista Lodge Drop-In Session

Following the group meetings with Melvista Lodge residents, residents were
invited back to a drop-in session to meet and ask additional questions or provide
feedback if they were unable to attend the initial meetings.
The drop-in session occurred on Thursday 16 July.
There was a total of 5 residents at the drop-in session. A total of 27 residences
received invitations to attend meetings
The numbers in brackets refer to the number of comments that relate to a
theme (first column). Because attendees were able to make multiple
comments related to the same topic, these are counts of responses rather
than counts of respondents.

Melvista Lodge Residents’ Drop-In Session Feedback
THEME
Comments on design
(11)
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SPECIFIC NOTES
•
•
•
•

Nobody will use the balconies because they can’t walk from their
bed
“It doesn’t have any impact on us”
“It doesn’t affect the solar panels, so it doesn’t impact us”
A suggestion that the design should be a U shape and then only
two storeys

Comments and queries
about the next steps of
the process (7)

•
•
•
•

Nobody will complain with two storeys
Why was the first proposal only two storeys?
“I gathered you ticked all the boxes that are essential”
The aircon is going to be noise it’s big.

•
•
•
•

Queries about the next steps going forward
JDAP/Design review process discussed
If you don’t get through the process what happens next?
If you aren’t successful, there is a block of vacant land and we
need parking
“I rarely post a letter. But I sent the letter from the Council”
Does it take a long time to get to this stage of the process?
Do the Council take a lot of notice of those that do object?

•
•
•
Comments about
objections to the
project (7)

•
•
•
•
•
•

Interesting comments in the community that aged care shouldn’t
be in residential areas, but across Perth all, except two aged care
homes are in residential areas
People in planning don’t know, they need to speak to the people
in the community
“I hear terrible things, but I don’t have a problem”
A neighbour up the street, told Melvista Lodge residents to be
careful in stage 2 they will take over Lisle Villages
I was visited by a local neighbour, and I asked, “do you think we
can do anything?” and she said, “well if that’s your opinion then
don’t go [to the meeting with Creating Communities]”
The Melvista Nursing Home is an eyesore. Why aren’t they
complaining about that?

Clarification on
services (5)

•
•
•
•
•

Distinction between a C-Class hospital and an aged care home
The role of the undertakers when a person passes away
Costs to access The Melvista
Concerned that it’s expensive as it looks fancy
It’s more difficult for Lisle Villages to deal with people who have
dementia than in aged care.

Concerns about the
height (5)

•
•

The biggest objection is the height
The problem is that its four storeys, if it was two storeys there
wouldn’t be any objections
Concerns about the number of storeys, even with sloping lands
and Princess Road will still be higher
The impact of the four storeys is visual.

•
•
Concerns about Lisle
Villages (2)

•
•

Lisle Villages will want to build on the site
The talk is that Lisle Villages/Oryx Communities will make
residents live at Claremont.

Comments about
rubbish bins (1)

•

A problem with Bay Road is that the rubbish bins are at the back.
But that has been fixed.
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4.4 Additional Comments Received from Neighbours
Further to the feedback we received through the stakeholder consultation we also
received feedback through email and over the phone in response to the proposal.
This has been itemised below.
The numbers in brackets refer to the number of comments that relate to the
communications correspondence that is identified in the first column.

Additional Feedback Received Outside of Meetings
Phone call from
concerned neighbour (1)

•
•

•

Email correspondence
from concerned
neighbours (11)

•
•

•

•
•

•

•
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Asked for documentation from 2016 that stated that the proposal
in 2016 included 90 beds.
They wanted to know why Oryx were using misleading
photographs (renders) of the proposal and not showing the full
elevation of the property from the North and South, particularly
the view from Mason Gardens.
This neighbour explained that they would send through an
email with concerns, but this was never received.
Notification from a neighbour about potential soil contamination
on the site due to the remove of a gasometer in early 1975.
Following this information, we were able to respond to the
neighbour with images from Landgate, provided by Planning
Solutions, that indicated that the gasometer was in fact on
the Lisle Villages site not the sites owned by Oryx
Communities.
I hope a "Commercial " 4/5 storey building will NOT be
SQUEEZED between Residential housing north and south, west
and east, between Betty Street and Doonan Road in our
Residential, world recognised golf course, beautiful parks and
gardens area. A sight for sore eyes with No visitors parking areas
causing dangerous traffic congestion and great over shadowing
for the elderly units on Melvista Avenue.
It is necessary to have further Nursing Home facilities for our
elderly residents. It needs to be a maximum 2 TWO storey 50 bed
home for our quiet area.
We expressed concern about the 6m wide roads and the parking
on one side which restricts two-way traffic flow normally, added
traffic will impact this more seriously, with congestion, despite
the planner's claim that the road has a capacity of 3000 cars a
day.
We expressed disappointment that this new development was
being proposed in isolation without due consideration to the
original plan which was to renovate and upgrade the old lodge
and build a modest 2 level building for aged care.
As we have recently moved to Granby Crescent, this project will
have an enormous, negative impact on our lives. How can you

•

•

•

•

•

Email correspondence
in response to a group
meeting with Oryx
Communities (15)

•

•

•
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possibly think this plan is sensible or fair to the local
residents? How do you justify it to yourselves? Because it can't
just be about the money, right? I have been lying awake at night
trying to get my head around it.
The only thing I can come up with is that you believe your work to
be noble and therefore justifies any pain you cause along the way
- but there is nothing noble in stomping on your neighbours,
families that you know! It's truly Machiavellian! Furthermore, I
can only imagine that you don't care what the community thinks
or how they feel, otherwise why would you risk your good names.
To be abused by developers and councillors is one thing, but
when they are people that you know...I feel utterly betrayed.
I am just devastated. In the space of one week, I have lost faith in
people, in Australians and in the Australian way of life. This is not
a fair or just place if communities, families, hard-working people
can be railroaded in the name of development.
We would like to reiterate with you that we are firmly opposed to
this development by Oryx Communities. We are feeling totally
ambushed, having had no awareness of the sheer size and scale
of this development and little to no time understand exactly how
it will impact on us, our neighbours and our community.
We do not feel we have been adequately consulted in the lead up
to these plans, and feel rushed in trying to address all
our concerns and develop a response. In addition, we believe we
have been totally disrespected as residents and neighbours of
the facility, who have lived in Doonan Road since 1994. The
brochure claims of extensive community consultation is, we
believe, disingenuous. All references to community consultation
are about the single event at the Community Open Day in 2016,
which related to a completely different proposal to the current
development plan.
We object to this proposal in its entirety – it is of a scale
completely out of keeping with the surrounding neighbourhood,
and there will be a massive impact on local traffic in a
quiet street. This proposal should be for two stories and scaled
back in all areas.
I believe it would make good sense to have a group meeting since
there seems to be so many people who have an interest in this
development proposal, and whom have not had the opportunity
to engage with Oryx on this particular build.
If the Directors do genuinely want to consult with us
constructively, and more importantly to take our concerns on
board, we would like to meet with the Directors in an alternative
location to our home and along with our neighbours and
residents. We understand that our neighbour, has requested this
meeting for the 20th July 2020.
On behalf of everyone we would be please to meet all of the
Directors of Oryx Communities ONLY as a group.

•
•

•
•
•

•

•

•

•
•
•

•
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We are not interested in meeting with the Directors of Oryx as the
meeting is planned after the expiration of the objection period
and would serve no purpose.
In respect to meeting with directors of Oryx Communities (OC),
we are happy to do so if this is with the genuine intent to codesign a solution that aligns to the representations made by OC
in 2016 and on which the community consultation was made.
We would recommend that this is with the broader community of
residents who are impacted by this development, as opposed to
your suggested one on one meeting.
We were upset that the Directors of Oryx initially gave us their
first and only offer to meet on a date that was formerly after the
close of the Development Application submission period.
We now cannot understand why the Directors believe it is
appropriate for them to invite themselves into our home rather
than proposing a neutral meeting place and to ignore our request
to meet along with our neighbours.
Again, we feel we have been completely dismissed by the
directors of Oryx. No genuine attempt has been made to respond
to our four, clear questions about the intended outcome of the
proposed meeting. We have no faith in any meeting with the
directors having any purpose other than to tick a box to say they
have consulted with the community.
In regard to the current Development Application we feel we have
NEVER been consulted. To be clear, the definition of consulted is
‘to seek information or advice from, have discussions with
(someone), typically before undertaking a course of action'.
This has and continues to be a very distressing time. I hoped you
would understand that we have needed support through this
process. As an aged care provider, I am very surprised and
disappointed that Oryx would not respect our needs nor
understand how stressful this can be for retirees.
I take it from your response that you will only meet with us on the
condition that we have no one else present at the meeting for
support.
We need some support for this meeting. I would have thought
that that is all that is relevant and Oryx, as an aged care provider,
would understand.
Whilst we understand you are the “messenger”, the refusal of
Oryx to meet with the wider community as a group is galling,
particularly when we are well aware that a Director of Oryx
recently attended a group information session for the residents of
Melvista Lodge. The property owners and residents of our wider
community have many common concerns about this
development application and deserve the respect of having these
addressed together. This is clearly not consistent with Oryx's
repeated public assertions of “community engagement”.
I really appreciate you following up regarding a one on one
meeting. I had hoped that Oryx would have been present at the

engagement discussions held recently with Council. We have
attended two and did have some questions for Oryx.
Email correspondence
in response to the
Question and Answer
booklet provided (1)
Email correspondence
in response to the
engagement process (6)

•

We are disappointed that the language used to answer many of
the questions does not adequately address the actual questions
which were asked.

•

We appreciate that Oryx has asked for an extension of the
submission period. It is disappointing that they did not seek our
engagement in the many months and years since 2016 when
there was an opportunity for the community to be involved and
for our concerns to be heard and for the community to have
worked with them collaboratively work towards a solution. This
one-week extension feels very limited in this context.
Before the meeting I require, delivered to my home, copies of
development plans, for my retention, and any Nedlands Council
planning applications made by Oryx. These need to be delivered
no later than Tuesday 23rd June. I am disgusted that you have
chosen not to provide me with plans and other information
requested and I repeat that there has never been any
consultation or information provided, as outlined in Oryx letter of
15th June.
“My god good start to working with the neighbours” (In response
to not sending documents in a word document and only
delivering correspondence as hard copies).
“Keen to get the DA now thanks. I can read them, and our
meeting will be more productive. Who’s the architect and
planner?”
“If you’re unable to provide the plans then I’m not sure what your
role is here? Very obviously the plans will help me prepare for the
meeting. When does advertising commence”?
“To help with the engagement please ask your client to release
the DA plans to me now”.

•

•
•

•
•

Additional emails from
City of Nedlands (that
are relevant to the
community) (2)

•

•
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A number of residents from Betty Street and Doonan Road have
expressed their concerns with the Community Engagement
Process for the proposed high care aged facility. I will appreciate
if you can provide me with information on the consultation
process Creating Communities Australia has designed and
delivered for this project over the last five years.
The public concern has escalated quite rapidly and there has
been a lot misconception around the status of this proposal,
implications on existing residents, the sale of No.75 Doonan Road
and the Additional Use being imposed without advertising. We
are aiming to put together an FAQ on the website to address
some of the concerns that have been raised. One of the
questions that residents have asked is whether ‘existing
residents will be kicked out’.

Coordinated Campaign by Community
Members
5.1

Summary

Local community members began a coordinated campaign in opposition to Oryx
Communities’ proposal. This information was distributed widely throughout the
local community across a range of channels. This response used a range of
different tactics including street signs, paid advertisements, petitions, letterbox
drops, the distribution of an objection pro forma and mass email campaigns. This
information wasn’t always informed by the facts presented in the Development
Application. This was not part of the project team’s engagement process.
The coordinated campaign also included distribution to the media through adverts
and media stories in the Subiaco Post, Channel Nine News and The West
Australian. Articles published in the Subiaco Post, the local community newspaper
and The West Australian have been included in this report and can be found in
section 5.3.

5.2

Distributed Communication Materials

Communication materials were distributed throughout the local area via letter
drops, emails, social media posts, large signs and online petitions.
Examples of this material are shown below, and further examples can be found in
the appendices.
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Figure 2: Materials distributed by community members (not by Creating Communities). This flyer had
additional information attached and can be found in Appendix J.
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Figure 3: Email distributed by community members (not by Creating Communities).
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Figure 4: Instagram posts distributed by community members (not by Creating Communities).
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Figure 5: Emails distributed widely by community members (not by Creating Communities). This email
included pro forma objections attached which are included in Appendix K.
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Figure 6: Letter delivered to neighbours by community members (not by
Creating Communities).
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Figure 7: Inclusion on People for Responsible Development website
(accessible at https://p4rd.org/?p=895) by community members (not
by Creating Communities).
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Figure 8: Emails distributed widely by community members (not by Creating Communities). This email
included pro forma objections as per Appendix K.
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Figure 9: Signs that have been installed in the surrounding streets on
Doonan Road, Betty Street, Melvista Avenue and Princess Road by
community members (not by Creating Communities).

5.3

Coordinated Media Response

Since consultation began with neighbouring residents the local community
newspaper, the Subiaco Post, received numerous Letters to the Post, and
included adverts and editorials on the proposal to seek further support to object
against the Development Application. This is documented below.
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Figure 10: Article with local residents in the Subiaco Post on 4 July 2020.
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Figure 11: Continued article from page 1 (Figure 10) in the Subiaco Post on 4 July 2020.
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Figure 12: Letter to the Post in the Subiaco Post on 4 July 2020.
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Figure 13: Advertisement in the Subiaco Post on 4 July 2020 by community members (not by Creating
Communities).
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Figure 14: Letter to the Post in the Subiaco Post on 10 July 2020.
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Figure 15: Letter to the Post in the Subiaco Post on 10 July 2020.
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Figure 16: Editorial in the Subiaco Post on 10 July 2020.
56

Figure 17: Editorial continued (Figure 16) in the Subiaco Post on 10 July 2020.
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Figure 18: Advertisement in the Subiaco Post on 25 July 2020 by community members (not by
Creating Communities).
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Figure 19: Article in the Subiaco Post on 25 July 2020.
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Figure 20: Letter to the Post in the Subiaco Post on 25 July 2020.
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Figure 21: Letter to the Post in the Subiaco Post on 25 July 2020.
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Figure 22: Article in the Subiaco Post on 25 July 2020.
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Figure 23: Article in the Subiaco Post on 1 August 2020.
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Figure 24: Article continued (Figure 23) in the Subiaco Post on 1 August 2020.
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Figure 25: Letter to the Post in the Subiaco Post on 1 August
2020.
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Figure 26: Article in the Subiaco Post on 7 August 2020.
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Figure 27: Continued article (Figure 26) in the Subiaco Post on 7 August 2020.
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Figure 28: Article in The West Australian on Wednesday 5 August 2020.
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Figure 29: Letter to the Post in the Subiaco Post on Friday 14 August 2020.
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Figure 30: Letter to the Post in the Subiaco Post on Friday 14
August 2020.
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5.4

Media Article in Support of the Proposal

In addition, there were two Letters to the Post that supported the
proposal. These articles are attached below.

Figure 31: Melvista Lodge Resident supporting the proposal in
the Letter to the Post in the Subiaco Post on 25 June 2020.
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Figure 32: Letter to the Post in the Subiaco Post on 7 August 2020.
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Appendices
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•

Appendix A: General Information and Frequently Asked Questions
created by Creating Communities

•

Appendix B: Additional Information created by Creating Communities

•

Appendix C: Question and Answers Document created by Creating
Communities

•

Appendix D: Neighbour Letter

•

Appendix E: Additional Neighbour Letter

•

Appendix F: Melvista Lodge Letter

•

Appendix G: Melvista Lodge Follow Up Letter

•

Appendix H: Additional Letter distributed to a resident

•

Appendix I: Additional Letter distributed to a resident

•

Appendix J: Warning Flyer and Accompanying Document created by
Community Members

•

Appendix K: Prewritten pro forma created by Community Members

•

Appendix L: Letters delivered to Melvista Lodge residents from City of
Nedlands

•

Appendix M: Pro forma delivered to Melvista Lodge residents from
City of Nedlands

Appendix A:
General Information and Frequently Asked Questions created by Creating
Communities in consultation with Oryx Communities and the design team.
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Appendix B:
Additional Information document created by Creating Communities in
consultation with Oryx Communities and the design team for Melvista
Lodge residents.
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Appendix C:
Question and Answers document created by Creating Communities
answering the questions raised during neighbour meetings. This document
was created in consultation with Oryx Communities and the design team.
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Appendix D:
Neighbour letters distributed to nearby residents inviting them to meet with
Creating Communities and members of the design team.
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Appendix E:
A letter addressed to neighbours on Doonan Road, Betty Street, Melvista
Ave and Princess Road accompanying the General Information and
Frequently Asked Question booklet.

22 June 2020

Dear Neighbour,
RE: The Melvista Nedlands - a Residential Aged Care Home Proposal
We are writing to provide an update on the proposal of an aged care home at 73-75
Doonan Road and 16-18 Betty Street Nedlands.
Please find enclosed a General Information and Frequently Asked Questions booklet
that provides information on the proposal. We hope this will assist you in
understanding what is proposed in the Development Application.
We’ve been advised that the City of Nedlands will release and advertise the
Development Application for community feedback from this Friday, 26 June 2020.
If you have any queries regarding the proposal please contact Jessica Barker or Aidan
Smith from Creating Communities via phone on (08) 9284 0910 or email
aidan@creatingcommunities.com.au.
Yours faithfully

James Turnbull
Director
Oryx Communities

Toby Browne-Cooper
Director
Oryx Communities

ORYX COMMUNITIES AUSTRALIA PTY LTD ABN 79 614 173 705
32 RICHARDSON STREET WEST PERTH WA 6005 TELEPHONE (08) 9381 2800 ORYXCOMMUNITIES.COM
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Appendix F:
A letter addressed to Melvista Lodge residents inviting them to meet with
Creating Communities and members of the design team.
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Appendix G:
A letter addressed to Melvista Lodge residents inviting them to a follow up
meeting with Creating Communities and members of the design team.
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Appendix H:
A letter sent to a nearby resident to invite them to meet with Creating
Communities and members of the design team.
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Appendix I:
A letter sent to a nearby resident to invite them to meet with Creating
Communities and members of the design team.
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Appendix J:
A pack delivered to residents in the area as part of the coordinated
approach against the proposal by community members (not by Creating
Communities).
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Appendix K:
Prewritten pro forma circulated with emails included in Figure 5 & 8 by
community members (not by Creating Communities).
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Appendix L:
An example of the letter distributed by the City of Nedlands to Melvista
Lodge residents inviting them to provide feedback on the proposal.

Enquiries
Our Reference

Aviva Micevski on 9273 3500
DA20-49308

8 July 2020

Dear Sir / Madam,
Property Address: No.16 & 18 Betty Street and No.73 & 75 Doonan Road,
NEDLANDS
Proposal: Residential Aged Care Facility
A Development Application for the above has been received by the City
which is to be determined by the Metro Inner-North Joint Development
Assessment Panel. In acco dance i h he Ci
Local Planning Polic
Consultation of Planning Proposals, the City seeks your feedback on the
development. The plans and supporting information are available on the
Ci
Your Voice website as follows: https://yourvoice.nedlands.wa.gov.au/
This City has extended the advertising period in which submissions will be
accepted until 5pm, 25 July 2020. If you would like to make a submission
on this proposal, the City has also prepared a Proforma (attached) in which
you can either deliver or post to the City.
If you make a submission you will be invited to attend the meeting(s) where
the application is considered and determined.
Should you have any queries regarding the above or wish to schedule a
meeting, please feel free to contact me at amicevski@nedlands.wa.gov.au
or on 9273 3500.
Yours faithfully,

Aviva Micevski
Senior Urban Planner
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Appendix M:
Pro forma distributed to Melvista Lodge residents from the City of
Nedlands.

PRO-FORMA

Our Ref:
Email:
Enquiries:
Contact No:

DA20-49308
amicevski@nedlands.wa.gov.au
Aviva Micevski
08 9273 3500

Chief Executive Officer
City of Nedlands
PO Box 9
NEDLANDS WA 6909
CLOSING DATE:

25 July 2020

Dear Sir,
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL AGED CARE FACILITY
NO.73 & 75 DOONAN ROAD, NEDLANDS

NO.16 & 18 BETTY STREET AND

I/We wish to advise that I/We:(tick appropriate box)

□

object

(Please provide reasons for your objection below. You are advised that the City cannot take
an objection into consideration unless reasons for the objection are provided.)

□

do not object

to the above proposal.
PLEASE NOTE: In order for this form to be registered by the City, it must contain the name
and address of the submitter.

BMI

E

DE AIL

Signed:

Date:

Print Name:

Phone
Number:

Email
Address:
Affected
Property
Address:
Postal
Address:

COMMENTS: (Please turn over if you require additional space to comment)
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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