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MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
Margaret River Hospital 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [5.32 pm]:  Last Friday I asked a question of the parliamentary secretary 
representing the Minister for Health that related to the $2.95 million upgrade to the Margaret River Hospital, 
which has been in four budgets, but nothing has happened.  I framed the question in a way that highlighted the 
totally inadequate facilities in accident and emergency and x-ray, the lack of mortuary facilities, substandard 
operating theatre facilities, the problems involving privacy and occupational health and safety, the physiotherapy 
room often being used for other purposes, disrupting patient care and totally inadequate storage facilities.  In 
response I received a three-sentence answer.  The first sentence stated - 

Expenditure will commence in the current financial year on upgrading the hospital.  

That is fine, but examining the words carefully reveals that it says “expenditure”, which means that money will 
be spent on some consultant doing some plans, but nothing will happen.  We have already seen that happen.  
About $50 000 was spent a year or so ago on plans that were drawn to the wrong dimensions and ended up being 
totally useless and a waste of time.  The next sentence reads - 

The upgrade is expected to be completed in mid-2005. 
That is a long way away.  The Margaret River community will now have to make do for at least another two 
peak summer holiday seasons, when not only the residents of the Margaret River area but also the visitors rely 
on the hospital extensively.  The summer peak period swells the population there by about 600 per cent and 
places an enormous demand on those facilities.  The third sentence of the answer reads -  

While the hospital does not have optimum physical facilities, patient care is not compromised and will 
improve on completion of the upgrade. 

There are three facets to this sentence.  The first part - “while the hospital does not have optimum physical 
facilities” - is correct, and I will run through some of those in a minute.  Secondly, it is debatable whether patient 
care is compromised.  If patient care is not compromised, it is solely due to the expertise and dedication of the 
fantastic staff at the hospital.  It is certainly not due to the resources they have to work with.  The third part of the 
sentence says the conditions will improve on completion of the upgrade, and I must agree with that.  It will 
improve on completion of the upgrade, which is urgently needed and grossly overdue.   
For the benefit of the minister, I will quickly run through exactly what the situation is in some of the problems at 
Margaret River Hospital.  The accident and emergency section is too small.  The hospital cannot fit enough 
equipment in there.  The accident and emergency section must share space with the x-ray section and its 
equipment.  There is no separate x-ray facility.  Therein lies a major problem, because the x-rays are taken in a 
section where there is no lead-lined walled area.  That is a very unsafe practice, and staff and patients are very 
concerned about the safety of the arrangement and any ongoing effects of using x-rays.  To give members an 
idea of the sorts of numbers I am talking about using that facility, there were 4 500 accident and emergency 
admissions and about 1 400 x-rays in the past financial year.  That is about 6 000 admissions, all in the one 
room, and often at the same time.  Often somebody will roll in from a skateboarding accident, for instance, with 
a broken limb that needs to be x-rayed.  The patients numbers have increased by 57 to 60 per cent over the past 
10 years.  The numbers have grown disproportionately due to the growth of the area and its popularity, 
particularly on long weekends.  Margaret River, unfortunately, has a drug culture in some sectors, which causes 
stress and problems for the hospital.  There is no triage section in the accident and emergency room at all.  That 
is the sorting out area.  That means that the public waiting room is also the area in which the staff must admit 
and assess patients.  There is no privacy and certainly no separate consulting rooms.  Equipment is generally 
okay, but there is nowhere to store it.  Most of the time it is stored in corridors of the hospital.  I have seen it 
blocking emergency exits.  That is an untenable situation.  The operating theatre contains no specific recovery 
area, so that once operations have been performed, the patients are wheeled to some other section of the hospital 
that is not a dedicated section and is often in a public thoroughfare.  That can be in the corridor, the 
physiotherapy room, which interrupts patient treatment, or in some other section of the hospital that is not 
adequately equipped.  There is either no space or inappropriate space for secondary recovery from day surgery.  
Surgeons have a six-month waiting list because the hospital does not have enough beds.  Margaret River District 
Hospital currently has 20 beds, six of which are taken up by permanent aged care residents.  That effectively 
leaves 14 beds.  The town of Margaret River is fairly well catered for with doctors - there are 12 doctors in the 
town - but it simply does not have the facilities at the local hospital to service them.   
I will run out of time, but I want to get a couple of these things on the record.  The clean-up area in the theatre is 
inadequate and dangerous.  Expensive equipment is left sitting around and is under constant threat.  There is no 
specific storage area for that equipment.  It is generally left all over the place.  It is constantly moved because 
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somebody else needs the space for something else.  The steriliser at the hospital recently broke down and a series 
of procedures that were scheduled for that day had to be cancelled.  I understand that most were endoscopies and 
colonoscopies.  All those patients - I think there were about a dozen - were severely inconvenienced.  If they 
could be fitted in, they went to Busselton or Bunbury, or they missed out altogether.  That was a serious 
problem.   
Mortuary facilities at the hospital are virtually nonexistent.  There is no area that can be screened off from the 
public.  There was a terrible situation a few weeks ago when a very well-known resident died at the hospital and 
had to be wheeled across a public corridor into a little office.  That was where the family had their viewing of 
this person, virtually in contact with the public.  The relatives were very distressed by that situation, as members 
can imagine.   
There are occupational safety and health issues.  I understand that seven incidents have been reported since 1 
July, and others were under-reported.  The hospital must pay a security guard to visit four to five times a night 
and be on call, because the police often take too long to respond.  Once people enter through the front door of the 
hospital they have unrestricted access to the rest of the hospital.  This situation is probably common to most 
hospitals, but occasionally there are people in a place like Margaret River who present a real problem.   
I have run out of time.  I wanted to get a couple of those things on the record.  I have a whole list more.  I urge 
the Government to get on with that project and to upgrade the hospital.   

Army Museum, Fremantle 
HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [5.42 pm]:  The issue I raise will be of interest to you, Mr President, as 
someone who is very interested in historical and heritage issues; that is, the issue of the Army Museum, which 
currently occupies the old artillery barracks site in Fremantle.  I want to outline for the House what has been 
going on with the changing truth about the offers that have been made by both the State and federal 
Governments, and the mixed-up position of the Fremantle City Council on this issue.  I have been given some 
background information on what has happened at the museum, which states -  

In 2000 the Army Museum campaigned solidly to prevent the sale of the Artillery Barracks Heritage 
Precinct to Notre Dame University.   

The museum was already in place at that site.  It continues -  

This activity resulted in a Senate Inquiry, which recommended the site be gifted to the State 
Government and the Museum to remain on site.   

•  January 2001 Premier Court announces the Liberal Party heritage policy at Artillery Barracks.  
Entire site to be gifted to the state.  City of Fremantle to manage the site and give the Army 
Museum peppercorn rent . . . At the same press conference Senator Chris Ellison stated, in response 
to a question, that the transfer will occur whomever wins the forthcoming election . . .  

•  February 2001 Gallop government elected.   

•  March 2001 Premier held a press conference at Artillery Barracks - ‘A deal’s a deal, whole site.’ 

•  April 2001 Brendon Nelson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Defence) meets with the 
Army Museum, community reps, RSL, City of Fremantle reps and Ross Lightfoot.  States Defence 
wishes to retain Gun House - 

It did not want to quite give all of the site -  

and offers to pay commercial rates for the main barracks building (and some ancillary buildings) 
for ten years with a ten year option so the museum can remain after the transfer.  All (other than 
the RSL) say whole site.  Nelson states offer is on the table and that nothing will happen until it is 
accepted. 

•  May 2001 Lightfoot documents the offer.  RSL President (Bladen) writes to the Premier outlining 
the Nelson offer and urges acceptance . . . 

•  Remainder 2001 Parties hold out awaiting the Federal election outcome. 

•  November 2001 Howard government re-elected. 

•  February 2002 Fremantle Mayor Peter Tagliaferri convenes a meeting of Army Museum and 
community reps following a discussion with the Premier.  Meeting determines to accept the Nelson 
offer. 

•  Premier and Cabinet prepare Terms of Reference for a Feasibility Study . . .  
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•  December 2002 Study Steering Committee appoints consultants and the Community Reference 
Group is determined.   

•  March 2003 Commonwealth/Defence rep states that commercial rent will not be paid.   

We gradually saw a whittling away of the original offer.  The briefing notes continue -  

•  April/May 2003 Army Museum conducts an Open Month to draw attention to the Commonwealth 
backdown.   

Currently - 

This document is not quite current - 

the process is awaiting the outcome of the consultant’s report and figures.  We have correspondence 
from the PM stating that no negotiations will take place prior to the report’s completion.   

. . . she reiterated the Defence line that they will not pay commercial rent . . .  

Her line is that the Commonwealth is gifting a site worth in excess of $3.5m to the state.  The 
consultants estimate a $4m cost to restore the site to full heritage acceptability.   

We think that figure is nearer to $2m and can be done over a period of years. 

 . . .  

Defence have done no maintenance on the vacant buildings for ten years and are hoping to transfer this 
accumulated deferred maintenance cost to the state.   

The annual rental figures for the Museum with its current space and that sought are likely to be between 
$65,000 and $95,000 based on preliminary figures from the consultants.   

The current state of play is that Army has recently signed off to the Museum having the main barracks 
building and two of the larger ancillary buildings.  Defence’s CSIG are saying that the minimum the 
Museum can expect are the buildings it currently occupies.  The gap has closed considerably . . .    

The wonderful offer of being given the whole site is being whittled down to a very small area.  The briefing 
paper further states -  

Early indications are that the consultant’s report will recommend that Notre Dame University be given 
the site, less the Army Museum area, rent-free in return for restoration and maintenance.  This would 
mean a slow death for the Army Museum, which the volunteer’s won’t accept, as we would be crowded 
out by one thousand students a week and the associated parking problems.   

I am rather concerned about the process that occurred in producing the consultant’s report.  I have another 
document that runs through further information from the Army Museum.  It states, in part - 

Following the Foundations willing inclusion in the Fremantle Artillery Barracks Feasibility Study 
through the Community Reference Group (CRG) in early 2003 it became clear to us that certain groups, 
the Department of Housing and Works but particularly the University of Notre Dame, were being given 
favoured treatment by the Steering Committee.  This initially took the form of invitations to address the 
CRG. 

When the Vice Chancellor of Notre Dame, whose organisation had not forwarded a submission, was 
included on the agenda of the third CRG meeting the Foundations representative was directed to contact 
the chairman and voice the Foundations concern and objection to the lack of due process.  The 
invitation was withdrawn.  The City of Fremantle’s representative on the Steering Committee, CEO 
Ray Glickman, urged the CRG to re-extend the invitation but there was no support for his proposal.  His 
action was particularly surprising considering the Council he was representing, had in the previous year 
(2002), signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the UND that confined the Universities academic 
campus expansion to an area defined in the west end of the city. 

The Steering Committee then directed the consultants to approach UND and elicit a written submission 
to the study.  We understand that the principal consultant Brian Cole and the City’s Jill Gaynor made 
the approach.  A UND representative attended the invitation only workshop conducted by the 
consultants on March 20th.  He stated they were going to put in a submission.  UND emailed their 
submission to the consultants on the same date albeit six weeks after the advertised closure date.   

It is not bad that you can get in a submission six weeks after the closure date.  It continues - 

CRG members who had access to all other submissions were denied access to this document.   
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Another strange decision.  It continues - 

This was subsequently returned to UND and redrafted and then resubmitted.  CRG members were later 
given access to the second draft.  We were informed that this was not a submission but an expression of 
interest. 

The AMWAF had, in 2000, prepared a Master and Business Plan that was based on the Foundation 
running the Precinct.  Based on this the Mayor of the City (Utting) offered to put to his Council the 
proposal that the City take on the management of the site and offer the AMWAF a 99 year peppercorn 
lease. 

As I am running out of time, I will give a quick summary of what then happened.  The submission was given to 
the reference group and the consultants.  For some reason, it was not considered; it was put in the bin.  The letter 
states that the University of Notre Dame offer will cost the City of Fremantle considerably more than the 
occupation by the Army Museum, which is based on a consultants’ business plan and is of no cost to the city 
whatsoever.  There seems to have been a lot of backing down by government, particularly the federal 
Government, but also by the City of Fremantle and a determination to get in the University of Notre Dame and 
destroy the future of this very important museum. 

Land Clearing 
HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [5.53 pm]:  There has been considerable publicity in the media lately of 
good and sensible citizens being taken to task by overenthusiastic Department of Conservation and Land 
Management regional officers.  I will inform the House of a problem that a constituent has brought to my 
attention.  My constituent heads a family farming enterprise of considerable scale.  The family shares a boundary 
with the Stirling Range National Park of approximately 40 kilometres.  Over the years, a section of the fence has 
been virtually destroyed by kangaroos and emus and urgently needs replacing.  Considerable regrowth of natural 
flora has grown into and through the fence.  Obviously, some clearing is required to erect a fence on the exact 
surveyed boundary line and to protect the fence from fire.  My constituent has been told that he can clear only 
one metre into the park.  That will not provide any fire protection to the fence whatsoever.  Clearance of only 
one metre means that no tractor or implement will be small enough to maintain the narrow clearing.  When my 
constituent pointed that out to the officer he was told, “I don’t care; that is your problem.”  My constituent was 
told that to maintain the clearing from his side of the fence, he could use a scrub cutter to prune the trees etc 
from damaging and encroaching onto the fence line.  All the pruned material would have to be picked up by a 
hydraulic grab operated from his side of the fence.  He was not to go over the fence himself but the track is not 
wide enough for a tractor or implement!  When the officer was told that that would be too expensive and would 
need to be done every couple of years or so, the officer repeated, “I don’t care; that is your problem.” 

The family is probably the largest producer of manufacturing barley in Western Australia.  He is a great money 
earner for this State and we need people like that to be able to go about their business in a proper and sensible 
way.  It is necessary for our State’s income and standard of living to be maintained.  These sorts of people need 
help, not hindrance.  He is a farmer who grows crops; he does not run sheep.  The purpose of erecting the fence 
is to keep the State’s fauna out of his crop.  He does not need the fence to keep stock out of the reserve because 
he does not have any.  Despite that, he has to pay for the total cost and maintenance of the fence.  It is utter 
nonsense.  Imagine the cost of hiring the equipment or getting a contractor to maintain that sort of boundary.  I 
know that the Government did not intend this sort of thing with the legislation that was passed recently.  
However, the Government was warned of some of the repercussions that would happen.  This is a terrible 
example; it is beyond what I thought would happen. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Would this not have happened under the old legislation?  The new legislation has not been 
assented to yet.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I describe the officer as being overenthusiastic.  Perhaps such people have had a rush of 
blood.  Some of them are a little like the grey ghosts - parking inspectors with a little bit of authority who think 
they are God.  An instruction needs to go out to calm things down and to show some commonsense.  When it 
comes to fires in national parks, I can tell the House that it is farmers like my constituent and his neighbours who 
are the primary firefighters.  CALM officers sometimes arrive two days afterwards.  The locals do most of the 
firefighting work.  Is my constituent to have no reasonable protection for his fence?  Normally, boundary fences 
are shared by two neighbours, but not in this case.  Too many cards have been dealt on one side of the fence.  My 
constituent has to pick up the tab.  A number of similar examples have been brought to my attention but this is a 
classic.  I assure members that the constituent probably did not vote for me.  However, that is neither here nor 
there.  Nevertheless, I know him well.  Good relations are necessary, particularly in those areas, for fire control.  
It is necessary for CALM officers and others to get on with their neighbours.  What is happening is really bad 
news.  Whichever ministers are responsible - possibly a combination of two or three - they need to nip this 
business in the bud because I can foresee real trouble in the not too distant future.  The amount of grass and 
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growth in the area is very large.  No-one is complaining because it is possibly the best season that part of the 
State has ever had.  We are heading for a potentially very dangerous fire season.  This type of Hitler-like non-
cooperation is the last thing that is needed.  I urge the ministers present - I do know what influence they have - to 
do something about the situation.  Commonsense has gone out the window.   

House adjourned at 6.00 pm 
__________ 

 


