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MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
Question without Notice 1069 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.33 pm]:  On Tuesday, 12 
August, in question without notice 1069, I asked the Leader of the House representing the Premier a question 
that contained six parts.  The question was, in part -  

(2) By what legal authority did the Premier become the “delegated minister” on the Mauds 
Landing decision as stated in his open letter? 

(3) Will the Leader of the House, on behalf of the Premier, table documents proving his legal 
authority to make the decision? 

The answer was as follows - 

Providing the information in the time required is not possible and I request that the honourable member 
place the question on notice. 

Yesterday during debate on the Mauds Landing issue I asked the Leader of the House whether he could seek 
from the Premier this information and provide it to us by way of a ministerial statement or in some other way.  In 
my mind it is becoming very important for us to know what authority the Premier used when he took 
responsibility for making the decision on the Mauds Landing proposal.  Effectively the Premier took on the 
authority to hear and determine the appeal process.  A number of public interest matters are contained in this 
issue.  Therefore, I take the opportunity during this members’ statements period to request the Leader of the 
House to request the Premier to at least answer those two parts of my question so that I will not have to wait for 
what often is an interminable time for an answer to a question on notice.  I would be grateful if the Leader of the 
House could ask the Premier whether he could provide the information next week.   

Criminal Injuries Compensation 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [4.34 pm]:  I will not be talking about the furniture today!  I want to 
draw members’ attention to some answers that I received from Hon Nick Griffiths as minister representing the 
Attorney General in response to a question without notice that I asked today.  In 1998 the current Attorney 
General introduced into the Legislative Assembly a Bill to increase the amount of criminal injuries compensation 
from $50 000 to $75 000.   We were in government at that time.  Hon Jim McGinty said that the matter was of 
considerably urgency.  He said that it had been left for far too long.  Come the election he again made a promise 
- it was clearly Labor Party policy and not just a policy that was stuck on the Internet - that the Labor Party 
would increase the maximum compensation from $50 000 to $75 000.  He said that this would be done as a 
matter of urgency.  He said the same thing on radio during the course of the election campaign: this was 
something he would do immediately.  The interesting thing, of course, is that here we are two and a half years 
after the election and there is still no change in the maximum compensation amount.  This is serious, because 
during that period there have been a large number of homicides, for instance.  Secondary victims of homicide are 
usually entitled to receive the maximum amount of compensation.  If the number of victims of homicide were 
multiplied by the period of time and $25 000, it would come to something like $3.5 million.  That is just for the 
victims of homicide.  Hon Jim McGinty made a big play of this issue in 1997.  He went to the media with one 
victim, who I am pleased to say received adequate compensation through an ex gratia payment by the 
Government, and made a big thing of it.   
The Attorney General keeps going on in the media about how good he is for victims.  The fact is that he is 
dreadful for victims.  Do members know what his excuse is for not doing it?  It is because he will bring in a very 
complicated Bill and it is taking too long to draft.  The Attorney General has brought in thousands of pages of 
complicated Bills.  The reality is that he could increase the maximum compensation payment by way of 
regulation.  The Opposition cannot do that, but he could.  As soon as he became Attorney General - the next day 
- he could have honoured that election promise and done the right thing by the victims of crime in Western 
Australia by increasing the maximum compensation to victims of crime to $75 000.  His excuse for not doing so 
is that he is bringing in complicated legislation.  First, he does not need to.  What does this Government do?  It 
makes lots of promises that are never carried out.  It is too busy carrying out things it wants to do that it 
concealed from the people of Western Australia during the last election.   
The Attorney General has said that he has done wonderful things for victims.  The only things he has done for 
victims have been things that I left in the pipeline when we lost government.  He has announced things for 
victims with no concession to the fact that it was a personal initiative of mine and not of the ministry.  He keeps 
appearing on motorbikes and various other things to advertise the money coming from the confiscation of the 
profits of crime, and saying how well the victims will do out of it.  He made a big thing about the money that 
would be given to the Homicide Victims Support Group (WA).  That group had to wait five months to get the 
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money because the Attorney General jumped the gun before there had been an application process.  That process 
had to be started again to get it right.  When it finally came out, that group got the money but no other victims 
did.  There was even money for the children of perpetrators.  The Attorney General announced that he would 
give money to victims and made a big thing about the Homicide Victims Support Group, but that was the only 
group to receive any money; other victims missed out.  Every victim of crime in this State over the past two and 
a half years has been deprived of the opportunity to receive a higher maximum level of compensation in 
accordance with the Labor Party’s promise at the last election.  In question time today I asked - 

Why has the Attorney General not carried out his election promise in the past two years, when it is so 
simple to raise the amount by regulation?   

The answer I received was - 
The 50 per cent increase in compensation payments offered to victims of crime by this Government - 

They do not have it yet -  
is in stark contract to the mean-fisted approach of the previous Government, which refused to increase 
payments to victims.   

What is the difference between promising people an increase in compensation and not delivering it, and telling 
people that compensation will not be increased?  I think it is more moral to say that compensation will not be 
increased than to say that it will be increased and not do it.  The difference is that we did not promise it; the 
Attorney General did.  The difference is that he could do it tomorrow.  He could have done it two and a half 
years ago and he still has not.  In fact, I cannot even see it in the four-year forward estimates.  He keeps talking 
about it, but I think it is jam tomorrow.  This is hideous.   
All the Attorney General thinks he has to do for victims is use them in press releases.  He used victims in 1997.  
He blatantly used the Homicide Victims Support Group.  He actually rang the victims and asked them to make 
an application because he wanted to make a press release.  They asked him not to mention their names because 
they did not particularly want the bikies to know they were getting the value of their bikes.  His press secretary 
told them that that was what it was all about.  The Attorney General would not leave out their names.  He had to 
tell everybody what a good bloke he had been to the Homicide Victims Support Group because that is all he was 
interested in.  The fact that the victims actually asked that their names not be mentioned was disregarded.  That 
is a disgrace.  This whole Government seems to work on press releases.  It does not care about the people behind 
it.  The Attorney General does not care about victims.  This is not an answer.  The question asked him why he 
had not done something for two and a half years.  To say that he is more generous, but he still has not done 
anything, is not an answer.   

It is quite clear that all this Government is interested in is words.  It is wonderful at telling everyone how good it 
is to the environment and victims, but it is a whited sepulchre - lovely and white on the outside and it stinks on 
the inside.  This is not the way to treat victims.  When the previous Government increased the amount of 
compensation for the victim who was blatantly used by the Attorney General in 1997, we did not tell anybody, 
because we think that is a decision for the victim to make.  If the victim wants to tell people that the Government 
made a very substantial ex gratia payment, that is up to the victim; it is the victim’s choice.  It is not for 
Governments to exploit that and use it mercilessly for their own purpose.  However, this minister announced that 
he was giving it to the Homicide Victims Support Group despite their request to his press secretary not to do so.  
Her response was that that is what it was all about.  Is that not the truth?  That is what it is all about.  That is 
what this Government is all about.  This disgraceful Attorney General thinks that this is an answer and that he is 
doing better, when he fails for two and a half years to carry out a promise.  Can members tell me why that is 
better than not making the promise?  I think he is immoral.   

It is not just the homicide victims who have missed out on $3 million.  What about all the other victims who 
should have been rewarded at a greater rate of compensation?  Why would the Attorney General bother?  He got 
his press release in 1997.  He got his policy out in 2001.  He got his press release about the Homicide Victims 
Support Group.  Why should he give a damn about victims?  The Attorney General has a whole lot of initiatives 
that I set in train, which he could run with for some time.  He does not need to think about victims at all.  He just 
comes out with stuff that is in the pipeline.  When will he realise that victims are real people?  He disbanded the 
victim support committee, which advised the Attorney General on what victims thought.  What about the 
committee on domestic violence, of which Hon Giz Watson was a member?  That was a fantastic across-party 
committee that inquired into the real effects on women who were victims of family violence.  It gave brilliant 
information to the minister.  I did not say that I was the sole source of the information; I paid credit to the 
committee. 

Lancelin Defence Training Area 
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HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [4.44 pm]:  On Wednesday night I asked Hon Dee Margetts for an 
apology for the rubbish she released around Lancelin about Dr Rokke and depleted uranium.  Hon Dee Margetts 
put out a brochure that states - 

Dr Rokke, a US expert on DEPLETED uranium . . . spoke to a meeting of concerned residents . . .  

It went on to say that - 

. . . the US was planning much more intensive use of the Lancelin Range. 

It also says that Dr Rokke was a former head of the Pentagon etc.  On the other page it states -   

Hon Dee Margetts:  I did not say he was a former head of the Pentagon.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The brochure states - 

Dr Rokke was a major in the US Army and former head of the Pentagon’s Depleted Uranium Project -   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Right!  Thank you!  I did not say -  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The member should not get so excited.  In the brochure it states that Dee Margetts - 

. . . has expressed her condemnation in the strongest terms . . .  

It then refers to the recent visit and the sea swap trial.  The Greens (WA) have an apparent hatred for the 
American Navy, farmers, miners and small business.  I would like to get to the bottom of it and the matter of the 
member’s friend, Dr Rokke, the expert.  As the honourable member says in the uncorrected proof of Hansard of 
13 August -  

. . . I will first point out that I have sighted Dr Rokke’s citations and can only assume that the member 
who has just spoken has not. . . . Unfortunately, the United States military has no record of cleaning up 
its mess . . . 

In Dr Rokke’s address on depleted uranium in the The San Francisco Times he states - 

. . . I was the U.S. Army health physicist assigned to the 12th Preventative Medicine AM theatre 
command staff . . .  

He goes on about destroying uranium and states -   

I immediately contacted unit and the theatre medical command staff to recommend medical care for all 
exposed individuals. 

Who is Dr Rokke?  We find out that Dr Rokke is a schoolteacher.  A letter to me from the Consul General of the 
United States, Oscar De Soto - sounds like the name of a motor car - states -  

. . . Dr Rokke has made exaggerated and untrue claims during his visit to Australia.  Dr Rokke has 
exaggerated his background.  He is not, and never has been “the foremost U.S. military expert on DU,” 
as he was described in the . . . Canberra Times.  He is not a medical doctor.  His Ph.D. is in education. 

The people of Lancelin are very upset about what is going on.  The honourable member has raced into Lancelin 
and the bullpen, thrown in a red rag, and run like buggery.  I am left to sort it out with the residents in my home 
town, who are worried about the depleted uranium etc.   

Let us go on about Dr Rokke and his boss.  Who is his boss?  It is Robert Cherry, PhD, certified health physicist, 
and a retired US Army colonel.  What does he say about Dr Rokke?  In a letter of his to The Age he states - 

Dr Rokke apparently misled you on several points as you prepared your article.   

He was never a US military researcher.   

He was never a scientific expert on depleted uranium, much less the Pentagon’s senior expert.   

While I cannot tell you why he was sacked (US Privacy Act), I can tell it was not for his “public 
views.”  His first presented these views only after he lost his job.   

Scientists are not divided and much pertinent research has been done to show that Rokke’s allegations 
about the DU’s health effects are false.   

It could have been Dr Joke - 

Damaged vehicles were left behind and buried because their recovery was uneconomical, not because 
they were “too dangerous to move.” 
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He was not recalled to head a “depleted uranium project in Nevada.”  He inserted himself, but the US 
Department of Energy only allowed him there as an observer.   

In the past he has named friends he has “lost” who are still very much alive and well.   
Dr Rokke had been saying how sad it was that he had lost friends in Desert Storm, but apparently they are all 
alive and well!  The letter continues - 

While uranium can cause harm internally, it must exceed a threshold well above natural levels.  Rokke 
and soldiers in the Gulf War never exceeded that threshold except for friendly fire survivors.  Those 
survivors have never shown ill health attributable to uranium still in their bodies.   

Robert Cherry, Ph.D. 
Certified Health Physicist. 

There is a letter from another boss to the editor, which reads - 

You reporter. . . has just published . . . an article on Doug Rokke, with the highest count of errors per 
paragraph ever recorded to my knowledge.  It is embarrassing to read such tripe knowing Doug Rokke 
so well and experiencing the ease with which even a cub reporter on a high school paper could trip him 
up.  In a nutshell, not one of his “facts” could be verified if you even bothered a perfunctory check.  I 
was his supervisor at Fort McClellan, AL where he was called to duty to work under me while I was the 
Director of the Bradley Radiation Laboratories at the U.S. Army Chemical School.  It would take too 
much space to detail the lies he told your reporter, but here is a minuscule sample: he is not a Health 
Physicist, he was not “put in charge” of anything, he did NOT loose his job from speaking out: that 
came later,  . . .  

Disappointedly, Ed L. Battle, PhD (in Physics, not education like Dr. Rokke’s), COL, USAF (Ret) 
I met a Dr Rokke on a genetically modified organism project.  They are called charlatans or spin doctors, which 
is basically what Oscar De Soto has informed us.   
For the benefit of members who are interested in Lancelin, I inquired about depleted uranium.  I received a 
report from the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources, which was signed off by Jenny McGuire, 
principal chemist for the environmental chemistry section.  Three test bores were conducted in Lancelin on 25 
July.  Tests were conducted for uranium and thorium.  Thorium was measured at under 0.001 and uranium at 
0.0010.  I will summarise the evidence and Hon Jim Scott can question Jenny McGuire, the principal chemist of 
the environmental chemistry section of the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources.  Her letter 
concludes - 

The waters are unsuitable for drinking purposes due to their high dissolved solids content.  The 
composition of the waters is typical of a borewater and does not show any obvious signs of 
contamination. 

That is the water we drink, which is purified as it passes through the system.  In the area in which I live the water 
contains more lime than anything else.  I have water filters in my home.  The more of that water people drink the 
more they need because it has a tendency to make them thirsty, but that is certainly not caused by uranium.  I do 
not wear any pyjamas, and when I get up in the night I walk past a large mirror.  I do not see myself glow.  I can 
say categorically that I do not glow, but my face glows when Hon Dee Margetts drops such tripe on the people 
of Lancelin and then does a gigantic runner.   

Hon Jim Scott:  You are in favour of the bombing range, are you? 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  The bombing range was there long before the town of Lancelin.   

As Mr De Soto said - 

 . . . let me reiterate that the US military does not use DU munitions in Lancelin.  I urge you to share 
this information with your constituents and other Members of Parliament. 

If the member had asked at the United States consulate, the situation could have been explained.   

Office of Aboriginal Health 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [4.54 pm]:  I rise on a matter that concerns me.  It relates to answers 
to questions about the Office of Aboriginal Health that I have been asking over some period.  I first asked a 
question about money paid for legal advice on 26 September last year.  The follow-up question reads as follows -  

(1) The answer to part (1) of question without notice 224 indicates that $4 433 was paid for legal 
advice in response to grievances against Mr Xanthis.  Has any amount been paid in relation to 
the legal fees of the party or parties initiating the procedure?  
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(2) If yes to (1), how much?  

(3) If no to (1), why not?  

(4) Were the fees paid for legal advice about grievances against Mr Xanthis paid to crown 
solicitors or outside counsel?  

I received this answer -  

(1) The answer indicates that Department of Health funds have not been used to pay for personal 
legal fees for grievances against Mr Xanthis.  An amount of $4 433 was paid for legal advice 
regarding a grievance concerning a range of issues in the Office of Aboriginal Health.  
Therefore, the answer is no.  

I have in my possession copies of invoices from Blake Dawson Waldron, the lawyers acting on behalf of Mr 
Xanthis, dated 28 March 2002 and 30 April 2002.  The March account is for a total of $1 859 and the April 
account is for $2 574.  Those amounts add to exactly the amount referred to in the question; that is, $4 433.  In 
my view, the answer to my question - that the amount was paid for a range of issues within the Office of 
Aboriginal Health - is totally misleading.  The amount is for only the invoices for the personal matter of Mr 
Colin Xanthis and not for a range of issues within the Office of Aboriginal Health. 

I asked some further questions this week about whether the legal fees were specifically Mr Xanthis’s personal 
legal fees.  I was again reassured that this was not the case.  I made the point of giving the now Minister for 
Health an opportunity to check his information through the system and to confirm the source of this information.  
It seems that someone in this process is not giving accurate information.  I do not know whether that is the 
minister or the person providing the information to the minister.  This week I asked -  

I refer to the response by the previous Minister for Health to question without notice 315 of 5 
November 2002 and a letter from Blake Dawson Waldron of 4 April 2003 to Mr Colin Xanthis which 
states in part - 

We also confirm your understanding that the HDWA will meet your legal costs incurred in 
relation to responding to the grievance.  However, notwithstanding the arrangements you have 
made for payment of your legal costs, we confirm that you have engaged us in your personal 
capacity. 

Given that information, does the minister stand by the answer provided by the former Minister for 
Health? 

That answer was that the legal fees were not for a personal matter.  The now Minister for Health replied, through 
Hon Sue Ellery - 

Yes.  The advice related to matters arising solely out of the officer’s discharge of his role as a senior 
employee of the department.  Consequently, attendance fees have properly been regarded as legal 
expenses of the department, not as personal legal fees. 

This seems totally at odds with the letter about this grievance matter from Blake Dawson Waldron to Mr 
Xanthis.  That letter explicitly - and in my opinion unusually - spelt out that the firm was confirming that Mr 
Xanthis had engaged it in a personal capacity.  How does that match up with the answer that the minister has 
given; namely, that this was a payment in relation to a range of other matters in the Office of Aboriginal Health 
and was not a matter of personal grievance?  I believe someone in this process is not giving accurate 
information.  I seek leave to table that correspondence for members’ information.  

[See paper No 1310.] 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Once again, I ask the minister to explain this discrepancy between the written 
documentation made available to me and his answer: first, that the money was paid for a range of matters in the 
Office of Aboriginal Health when the invoices show they relate only to the matter involving Mr Xanthis, and, 
second, that Mr Xanthis was dealing with a personal matter.  It is not appropriate that public money be used in 
this way.  Something is very suspect here.  How can the minister think I will believe the answer provided?  
Clearly, this use of public money was not appropriate.  Again, I give the minister the opportunity to provide me 
with an accurate explanation of what seems to be a misleading answer to the question.   

House adjourned at 5.01 pm 

__________ 
 


