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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11.13 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn. 

Mrs Hazel Brown - Adjournment Debate 
HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [11.13 pm]:  I will make some brief comments on a very 
unfortunate situation.  In politics, it is very easy to become cynical.  As members of Parliament, we are often 
regaled with stories and situations that do not sit well with justice, humanity or even common decency.  I have 
been made aware of a situation that I believe cries out for a bit of decency and fair play. 

Hazel Brown turned 79 last November.  Hazel is a woman who has had a life with more than its share of tragedy 
and turmoil.  Throughout her life, Hazel Brown has always been there for other people - sometimes for her own 
children and often for the extended family and many other people beyond.  Hazel Brown is well known in the 
Nyoongah community, and she has earned its respect for her courage, wisdom and steadfastness.  I will relate to 
this House a story of appalling greed, selfishness and ingratitude.  Hazel Brown had a nephew, Leonard John 
Martin.  When he was about 19 years old he was involved in a horrendous motorcycle accident that left him in a 
coma for over three years.  When he came out of the coma, he was virtually a vegetable.  He was in and out of 
Royal Perth Rehabilitation Hospital at Shenton Park for years and ended up in the Inglewood Home of Peace.  
Following the death of his mother, Hazel Brown went to the Supreme Court to get custody of Leonard John 
Martin.  She took him home and taught him to walk and talk again.  She looked after Buddy, as he was called, 
for 24 years.  Hazel Brown gave Buddy a better life than he could ever have had in any institution.  His brothers 
and sisters had very little to do with him, and the majority showed not the slightest interest whatsoever.   

When Buddy died, the residue of his compensation was about $72 000.  He had made it clear that he wanted 
Hazel Brown to be his beneficiary, and why would he not?  She had been more than a mother to him.  Buddy had 
wanted to make a will, but Hazel Brown did not like the thought of him dying, and in any case she did not want 
all his money.  All she wanted was the old car that had been bought to take Buddy around, a 1982 Toyota, which 
is probably worth about $2 000.  Hazel needs the transport.  She is not in good health and being forced to use 
public transport at her age is unconscionable.  Shortly before Buddy died, and just after his death, his father told 
his children that the estate belonged to Hazel.  He acknowledged that it was Hazel who had looked after Buddy, 
and he knew of Buddy’s own desires for the estate.  One of Buddy’s sisters went with Hazel and several other 
relations to see the Public Trustee.  One of the sisters is on record as saying that she did not want any of the 
money. 

It now seems, however, that the family has had a change of heart, and some have been striving to see that Hazel 
Brown does not get anything, not even the old car.  As I said earlier, Hazel Brown was quite prepared to share, 
and my office brokered a deal under which the estate would be split seven ways, and Hazel would receive an 
equal share with all the other siblings.  The ownership of the car was never a matter of contention.  
Unfortunately, to my consternation, this deal came unstuck, with one of the sisters leading the charge to give her 
Aunty Hazel absolutely nothing.  When my staff checked with the Public Trustee, they were told that the trustee 
had a letter signed by all the siblings saying that Hazel should get nothing.  My staff made inquiries among the 
family and were told that three of the siblings had denied signing any such letter.  This information was relayed 
to the Public Trustee, who clearly was not interested, as the office has now sent Hazel Brown a letter of demand 
for the old car. 

The bureaucrats will say they have no discretion, and that the law binds them.  However, they seem to have had 
plenty of discretion for all those years when they were so parsimonious with Buddy’s money.  Had they had a 
little more care for the welfare of their charge, they would have enabled him to have a few of life’s small 
luxuries and improved his life.  Had they done so, there would not be so much money left to fight over.  The 
Public Trustee had an absolute obligation to make sure that it was the will of all the siblings that Hazel Brown 
should be treated so badly.  I have seen no evidence that the office has done so.  The Public Trustee had an 
obligation to look after Buddy while he was alive, but clearly this obligation was not fulfilled with any sense of 
compassion or real care.  No matter what the law says, the Public Trustee’s obligation does not end with Buddy’s 
death.  The trustee has an obligation to see that the estate is wound up in accordance with his wishes, and not 
simply hide behind the cold, callous letter of an outdated law.  The matter of the validity of the signatures of the 
siblings that the trustee claims to have is just another justification for a bit more rigour in the discharge of the 
trustee’s duty.  

As I have observed earlier, Hazel is well regarded in the Nyoongah community, and many people in that 
community are seething with rage about the way she has been treated.  The Public Trustee’s office is being naive 
in the extreme if it thinks dealing with this issue for its bureaucratic convenience will be the end of the matter.  
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This is an issue that cries out for justice, and I call upon the Aboriginal Legal Service to take up the struggle on 
Hazel Brown’s behalf.  

Mauds Landing Proposal - Adjournment Debate 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I make some brief comments on the urgency motion moved by Hon Norman Moore 
about the issues surrounding the decision-making process for the Mauds Landing project.  I did not have time to 
have a say in that earlier discussion, but I would like it noted that I have some concerns about the role of the 
Australian Wildlife Conservatory, particularly regarding Ningaloo station.  The acquisition by the Australian 
Wildlife Conservatory of a quarter share in Ningaloo station caused a considerable amount of angst to the Lefroy 
family, which has owned the station for many years.  It is my view that a quarter share of a pastoral lease relates 
to the whole lease and not a certain section of it.  I am aware of the Government’s stated intention to excise a 
two-kilometre strip of the coastal area that includes Gnaraloo, Warroora, Cardabia and Ningaloo stations.  I 
believe many questions need to be sorted out prior to any definitive decision-making process being entered into 
for any developments along the coast between Carnarvon and Exmouth.  As I am running out of time, I look 
forward to a more opportune time to state many of the other concerns I have about what appears to be a decision-
making process that will involve not only Mauds Landing but also the area between Carnarvon and Exmouth, 
which will specifically incorporate the four stations that I have mentioned.   

Question put and passed.   

House adjourned at 11.21 pm 
__________ 

 


