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PUBLIC TRUSTEE, SALE OF PROPERTY 
Grievance 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [9.37 am]:  My grievance is to the Minister for Justice.  I have only seven 
minutes in which to make my grievance, which is a shame because of the issue.  I gave the minister some 
documents yesterday, including local newspaper reports from the Claremont-Nedlands Post.  I will refer to my 
constituent as Alice for reasons of confidentiality.  I gave the minister all the Guardianship and Administration 
Board orders in my possession and relevant correspondence from the Public Trustee.  I have others.  This affects 
not only my constituent but also many other people who are under the control of the Public Trustee.  My 
concerns, as set out in my letter to the minister, are - 

a) Why, given the Orders from the Guardianship & Administration Board, the Public Trustee did 
not ensure that - 

Alice - 

  had another home securely purchased prior to the unit being sold in Princess Road? 

b) The way in which her unit was sold; 

I have done research in the Valuer General’s Office and found out that a year ago a unit similar to Alice’s sold 
for exactly the same price without going onto the market.  A two-bedroom unit directly above Alice’s unit sold 
for $245 000.  I believe that it went to the same people who bought Alice’s unit.  I am concerned to know how 
the Public Trustee sells vulnerable people’s property.  I also asked - 

c) Whether you believe the Public Trustee should compensate - 

Alice - 

financially for the loss she has suffered and is suffering as a result of the Public Trustee’s 
actions? 

Alice is a 77-year-old Nedlands lady who is a constituent of mine.  She has been the subject of several high-
profile stories locally.  She is, and has been for some time, the subject of a community treatment order under the 
Mental Health Act.  From time to time when she fails to report each day at a local doctor’s office, she is 
apprehended by police and mental health workers and taken, I believe, to the locked ward at Graylands.  In fact, 
she was there in March, because I visited her there.  My understanding is that she has never harmed anyone. 

She is visibly suffering the side effects of being forced to take anti-psychotic drugs with the onset of 
Parkinsonism and severe tardive dyskinesia.  The issue of her community treatment order and the side effects of 
drugs and treatment by government medical officers is an issue for the Minister for Health and not for the 
Minister for Justice.  However, it is relevant, because the last time she was arrested and taken from her home in 
Princess Road, Nedlands was in March.  Although she was supposed to be at Graylands for only a few days, her 
time there was extended; I believe it was because the Public Trustee, without informing her, sold her home.  The 
Public Trustee comes within this minister’s portfolio.  The Public Trustee comes to have control of Alice’s 
affairs because of an application by her son, in 1997 from looking at the documents I have given the minister, 
because it was said that she could not, because of her mental disability, take control of her affairs.   

In relation to an order, I have given to the minister a very comprehensive letter written on 14 March 2003 by Pip 
Gavranich, a friend of Alice’s, to Mr Peter Williams, the Public Trustee, asking for the sale of her property so 
that Alice could find more suitable accommodation at a lodge.  Two months later, on 3 May 2003, in an order 
the Guardianship and Administration Board directed the Public Trustee to liaise with Alice’s son about the sale 
of her unit on Princess Road and the purchase of a replacement property if required.  Alice has worked for 28 
years at the University of Western Australia and paid off that home.  The Public Trustee was directed to sell it 
and to liaise about purchasing another property.  As it turned out, when I followed through with the Public 
Trustee, the son would not lift the caveat unless he got a substantial part of the property.  That was eventually 
settled; the matter went to the Supreme Court and an order approving the sale was made on 17 March 2004.  An 
order was made for immediate sale but it was not contemplated that it would be done right away.  It was done 
against the background of Alice getting another home.  The whole thrust behind selling Alice’s house was to get 
her another home.  I happened to go to Alice’s unit and to visit her in Graylands Hospital.  I rang the Public 
Trustee and was told that her unit had been sold.  Alice did not know that.  The Public Trustee left a message at 
Graylands.  It took Alice out of Graylands and to her home to pack her effects and then back to Graylands, and 
she had to stay there because she had no home to go to.  She could not go out on the community treatment order.  
When I rang and spoke to the Public Trustee herself, she said that that was not their problem.  This woman has 
been left homeless!  It is an outrage that Nina McLaren, the Public Trustee, said to me that Alice was not 
homeless and that she had Graylands.  I asked what was going on with the Public Trustee for it to be selling 
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people’s property in this manner.  As I said, the Public Trustee had the temerity to take money from the sale of 
this unit, which sold for $157 000; it was never put up for sale and I believe it was never advertised.  This 
woman’s washing machine was sold with her home, but I will not get distracted by all the bits and pieces that 
have happened to her, with people trying to get access to her money that has now been reduced from $157 000 to 
$100 000.  She cannot afford to buy a property again where she was living.  She never got into the lodge that she 
was supposed to get into.  The Public Trustee never followed through.  The Public Trustee has taken $3 454 - 
2.2 per cent - of her estate for the privilege of making her homeless.  The agent took $5 810.75 and the son took 
$30 000.  The son has had no contact with Alice.  Alice has never heard from the son.  As far as I know, the 
Public Trustee has never heard from the son.  Nothing has been done about the Public Trustee’s order from the 
Guardianship and Administration Board to secure the purchase of a replacement property, which is what is 
required.  Alice is capable of going out into the community.  The horrifying thing is that this woman was deemed 
incapable of contributing to the sale of her home but is deemed capable of running around on public transport 
and finding rental accommodation, which she has done.   

My request to the minister is all contained in a letter.  Will the minister, on behalf of Alice, investigate this 
matter?  Will the minister, on behalf of the Public Trustee, compensate her financially for the terrible loss she 
has suffered and is still suffering as a result of the Public Trustee’s actions? 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland - Minister for Justice) [9.44 am]:  I am aware of some of the details of the 
case referred to by the member for Nedlands.  I am also aware that the member for Nedlands has taken a 
personal interest in the affairs of an elderly woman for whom, in the local paper, the member for Nedlands gave 
the alias “Alice”.  I have also taken the opportunity to request further information from the Public Trustee 
regarding the management of her affairs.  I understand that Alice has suffered from significant mental illness, 
and that the Public Trustee, through the Guardianship and Administration Board, has had a significant 
involvement in her affairs.  I will, of course, be happy to provide a detailed response to the member for Nedlands 
when I have received a full briefing from the department on Alice’s situation.  I understand there are a number of 
questions about the management of her case and the involvement of the Public Trustee, and I will be happy to 
examine those issues in detail.   

The member for Nedlands, I hope, is aware that the Guardianship and Administration Board is a body 
independent of the Government, and its decisions cannot be changed by ministerial intervention.  In examining 
this grievance, some matters cause me serious concern, and they relate to the behaviour of the member for 
Nedlands.  I note that the headline on the front page of the 5 June edition of the Cambridge Post states - 

Alice out in the cold as her home sold.   
I also note on page 3 the photo of the member for Nedlands taking up the issue.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Are you concerned about Alice?   
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I have already said that.  The newspaper article examines the case in some detail and 
makes allegations about Alice’s treatment by the Public Trustee and the Guardianship and Administration Board.  
It also quotes a decision from the Guardianship and Administration Board pertaining to Alice.  It is a sad fact 
that people whose cases are considered by the Guardianship and Administration Board are some of the most 
vulnerable people in the community.  Many of them are elderly and suffering from significant mental or physical 
disabilities.  Their lives are often turned upside down by their disability, which affects not only them but also 
other family members.  The Guardianship and Administration Act recognises the vulnerability of these persons 
and sets out in clause 12 of schedule 1 to ensure they are not exploited or used for someone else’s gain.  It is 
pertinent for me to quote that provision of the Guardianship Administration Act - 

12. Limitations on publication of proceedings 
(1) A person who publishes in a newspaper or periodical publication or by radio 

broadcast or television, or otherwise disseminates to the public or to a section of the 
public by any means, any account of any proceedings, or of any part of any 
proceedings, under this Act that identifies - 

(a) a party to the proceedings; 
(b) a person who is related to, or associated with, a party to the 

proceedings or is, or is alleged to be, in any other way concerned in 
the matter to which the proceedings relate; or 

(c) a witness in the proceedings, 

is guilty of a crime and is liable - 
(d) in the case of a body corporate, to a fine of $10 000; 
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(e) in any other case, to imprisonment for one year or a fine of $5 000. 
Ms S.E. Walker interjected.   
The SPEAKER:  Order, member!   
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I think the member needs to reflect on this, because her behaviour is certainly brought 
into question here.  The Act also prohibits persons who are the subject of decisions being referred to by their 
name or by an alias, which is exactly what the member for Nedlands appears to have done.  These provisions 
exist to protect vulnerable people from exploitation.  I am deeply concerned that the member for Nedlands has 
chosen to become part of an attempt to exploit a vulnerable member of the community to try to score a few 
cheap points and make a hero of herself in the local newspaper.  There are a number of appropriate ways in 
which the member for Nedlands could have raised such an issue about a particular case.  If she had a genuine 
concern about the actions of the Public Trustee or the decisions of the board, she could have approached me as 
minister and made a genuine effort to assist Alice from the start.  Unfortunately, the member for Nedlands has 
chosen to take the case of a vulnerable elderly woman into the media.  Here we have a frail 77-year-old woman 
who is in significant distress over her affairs and in need of help.  Of course I will investigate the issues raised by 
the member for Nedlands.  I am always concerned when allegations regarding vulnerable people in the 
community are raised.  All people subject to the decisions of the board are entitled to appropriate assistance from 
any relevant government department.  I would, however, ask the member for Nedlands to reflect on her 
behaviour and to use the appropriate channels available to her before her next attempt to assist someone who 
may be in very genuine need of assistance.  
As a general observation, the Public Trustee has a difficult and challenging role.  It must often make 
determinations about the administration of significant assets or money, and I know it often finds itself making 
difficult decisions that may not please all the parties involved.  Many of these decisions are judgment calls based 
on the available information.  I recognise that this can bring the Public Trustee into conflict with those who are 
unhappy with the decisions or feel that they have not been properly considered.  I have received letters from such 
people and have found that the Public Trustee has acted appropriately and with a high degree of professionalism 
in resolving the issues concerned.  I also know that the staff of the Public Trustee are more than happy to assist 
anyone with concerns about the administration of their affairs or estates.  As I have reassured the member for 
Nedlands a number of times, I am more than happy to fully investigate the matters she has raised. 
 


