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Submissions 
To a matter purportedly commenced by a mortgagee. 
Filed at the Registry of WASC                                       Matter No CIV 2473/2012 
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ELITE GRAINS PTY LTD (Corporate Sole)                                   as First Plaintiff 
Rodney Culleton                                                                              as Second Plaintiff 
Ioanna Culleton                                                                               as Third Plaintiff 
Ronald Culleton                                                                               as  Fourth Plaintiff                                                                          
Lesley Dianne Culleton                                                                   as Fifth Plaintiff                                                                                           
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A) INTRODUCTION 
1) The First and Second Applicants (the Culleton Applicants): 
a) are the guarantors to a line of credit, pursuant to the terms and conditions of  

the Master Trust Deed of the RURAL PROGRAM; and 
b) in their capacity as guarantors remain the original proprietors of the Williams 

farming land and residential land as outlined below. (the Culleton collective 
properties). 
 

 
1)  The First Plaintiff is a Vita individual (Non-Corporate Sole under common law) and one 

of the original proprietors through ‘proprietary’ complete and unlimited ownership 
through ‘fee simple’ being freehold interest ownership rights granting exclusive use of 
the following lands (joint) in the Shire of Williams, Western Australia- 

 
(a) Lot 4561 on Deposited Plan 115707 being the whole land contained in Certificate 

of Title Volume 2654 Folio 341; 
(b) Lot 11583 on Deposited Plan 85525 being the whole land contained in Certificate 

of Title Volume 2654 Folio 342; 
(c) Lot 4562 on Deposited Plan 115705 being the whole land contained in Certificate 

of Title Volume 2127 Folio 680; 
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(d) Lot 12085 on Deposited Plan 145002 being the whole land contained in 
Certificate of Title Volume 185 Folio 49A; 

(e) Lot 11634 on Deposited Plan 102368 being the whole land contained in 
Certificate of Title Volume 185 Folio 45A; 

(f) Lot 13061on Deposited Plan 146803 being the whole land contained in 
Certificate of Title Volume 1514 Folio 738; 

(g) Lot 350 on Deposited Plan 302061 being the whole land contained in Certificate 
of Title Volume 1795 Folio 578. 
 
(together the Culleton farming lands known and run as Wanerie Kata, Williams 
Western Australia) 

 
2) The Second Plaintiff is a Vita individual (Non-Corporate Sole under common law) and 

one of the original proprietors of the following land through ‘proprietary’ ownership 
rights being fee simple granting exclusive use located at 6 View Court, Peppermint Grove 
Beach, Capel in the State of Western Australia being all of the land contained in Lot 147 
on Diagram 69136 on Certificate of Title Volume 2053 folio 300 

                   

B       The RURAL Program 
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This pleading is based on evidence received by the Trustee of the Landmark Trust 
PERMANENT CUSTODIANS LIMITED (PCL) 

At all material times, the named entities of the LANDMARK RURAL Program were companies 
incorporated under the laws of Australia performing certain functions of a Special Purpose 
Vehicle (SPV), pursuant to the strict terms of the MASTER TRUST DEED dated 15th November 
2005. 

a) “Arranger” (a body corporate) being the originator of the Rural PROGRAM doing 
business as AWB LIMITED the Master Trust Deed known as the Rural PROGRAM; 

b) “Manager” means the manager of the trusts of the Rural PROGRAM a body 
corporate doing business as LANDMARK OPERATIONS LIMITED the Master Trust 
Deed known as the Rural PROGRAM; 

c) “Servicer” means a specialist independent contractor appointed as a specialist Rural 
Managers, a body corporate doing business as LANDMARK FINANCIAL SERVICES 
under the Master Trust Deed known as the Rural PROGRAM; and 

d) “External Funders” and investors of a securitisation program which purchased 
certain loans of third party note holders. 

 

 
 
                                           
                                                  Particulars  

Landmark Operations Limited (LOL) was a rural financier which offered loan facilities to the 
named plaintiffs. 

 
                                                        
 

(I) In 2005, Landmark established a securitisation program known as the 
RURAL Program, which established two trusts; 

 
a) The RURAL Warehouse Trust No 1; and 
b) The RURAL Loan CP Warehouse Trust. 

                                            Particulars 
 

(II) The key document in respect of the RURAL Program was a MASTER 
TRUST DEED (MTD) dated 15th November 2005 pursuant to which- 
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a) PERMANENT CUSTODIANS LIMITED (PCL) was appointed as TRUSTEE of the 
trusts established under the RURAL Program, including being TRUSTEE of the 
LANDMARK TRUSTS on the 30th November 2005. 

b) PCL was the legal shell “lender of record” and not the mortgagee of the plaintiff’s 
facilities; 

c) AWB LIMITED was the ORIGINATOR;  
d) LANDMARK OPERATIONS LIMITED was contracted and appointed as Manager; 

and claimed to be mortgagee of the fifth and sixth defendant. 
e) LANDMARK FINANCIAL SERVICES (LFS) was contracted as an authorised servicer 

in order to carry out the day-to-day contact with the relevant borrower of the 
underlying loans pursuant to a servicer power of attorney under the MTD. 

 
5) The original funders of the loans were AUSTRALIAN AND NEW ZEALAND BANKING 

GROUP LIMITED ACN (ACN 005 357 522), RABOBANK AUSTRALIA LIMITED (ACN 001 
621 129), AURORA SECURITISATION PTY LIMITED (ACN 093 404 552), and AWB 
COMMERCIAL FUNDING LIMITED including, but not limited to, Investors as third party 
note holders.  
                                               Further particulars 

 
6) Landmark as servicer organised the advancement of funds to the plaintiffs capped at 

60% on a Loan to value ratio (LVR) being that of the asset valuation at the time of the 
offer. 

 
7) The servicer was duly authorised through a power of attorney (POA) to carry out land 

and asset valuations under the terms of the LANDMARK CREDIT Manual. 
 

LANDMARK FINANCIAL SERVICES (role of “the Servicer”) 
 

8) The servicer undertook the role of a Rural Manager to carry out the day- to- day 
servicing requirements of the Landmark borrower. 

9) The servicer would canvas for rural clients under the trusted name of the Australian 
Wheat Board to join their specialist lending program.(Landmark Finance) 

10)  The financial offer made through a “Letter of Offer” triggered a unilateral mistake 
through the misrepresentation of a “mortgagee” claiming, among other things, that PCL 
was a contracting party to a mortgage contract.  

11) The servicer placed PCL as mortgagee on the plaintiffs titles when PCL was only the 
“lender of record” as a named securitisation trustee under the RURAL Program. 

12) Under the RURAL Program PCL did not advance any funds to the Plaintiffs Landmark 
facilities prior to the sale of the Landmark loan book. 

13) There were expressed terms to the Landmark Facilities prior to execution which 
consisted of- 

14) Original Letter of offer; 
15) Copy of the Letter of Offer together with the Landmark General terms and Conditions; 
16) Fixed and Floating Charge; 
17) Settlement authority; and 
18) Letter from Landmark respective Solicitors with its enclosures of mortgage documents 

absent of a Landmark Memorandum of Common Provisions.  
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                                                           Further Particulars  

Landmark Financial Services provided Landmark Rural Managers as independent contractors 
duly authorised to act as servicer to the Elite facilities pursuant to the 2005 LFS Credit 
Manual Policy of the WA Loan Book and a Power of Attorney dated 28th February 2006. LFS 
would only seek rural customers that qualified the universal principles of Credit being the 5 
C’s; 

      
a)  Character 
b) Capacity (Cashflow) 
c) Capacity 
d) Collateral; and 
e) Cash.    

 
19) The Landmark facilities, both the Working Capital and Term Loan, were subject to 12 

Month compulsory annual reviews by an authorised Rural contractor conducted on or 
about the 28th February of each consecutive year. 

 
20) On acceptance of the offer made by the servicer, PCL as Trustee purported to act as a 

bona fide proprietor of the farming lands and later securitised up to 100% of the asset 
value without prior notice and consent of the borrower at the wholesale lending level.  

21) Funding for the plaintiffs’ facilities was provided by a third party as an undisclosed 
beneficiary of the structure and the day-to-day servicing was outsourced (LFS) being an 
independent contractor (third party) which are not delegates nor agents of the Trustee 
in relation to the ongoing functions of the securitisation structure. 

 
 

C) Landmark Facilities 

 

First and second plaintiffs guarantees for the Elite facilities 

a) On the 29th October 2008, the Directors of Elite Grains Pty Ltd (Elite) (liquidated) 
accepted a letter of offer from Landmark Financial Services (LFS), Bunbury, WA.  A 
Landmark bank account was created for Elite to receive a payment by cheque created 
by commercial paper through the LANDMARK CP WAREHOUSE TRUST NO 1. 
 

b) On the 25th November 2008, the first and second plaintiffs, as unincorporated soles, 
conditionally signed a deed of individual guarantee and indemnity in favour of a Lender 
doing business as PERMANENT CUSTODIANS LIMITED (ACN 001 426 384) as claimed 
mortgagee under contract for answer of a combined debt of the Landmark borrowings, 
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in respect of the Elite Line of Credit and Term Loan Facility under what was to be taken 
as Common Law with all rights reserved. 

 
c) Prior to the standard compulsory annual review conducted on the 28th February, the 

Landmark facilities were increased as a joint venture by way of cheque deposited into 
s11 and s14 being Elite’s Landmark trading accounts. 

 
                                                           Particulars 
 
 Elite Grains Pty Ltd entered into two facilities with Landmark 
a) Seasonal overdraft; (subject to annual review);and 
b) Line of credit to 2022 interest only for rural land. 

 
 

 
                                                              
 

D) Sale without notice to the Landmark borrower/guarantors of the Landmark   loan 
book dated 8th December 2009 

a) Without notice to the applicants, ANZ Bank claimed inter alia through the purchase 
of the Landmark loan and deposit book automatically removed the Landmark 
borrower(s) and guarantor(s)without the production of a certificate and notice 
claiming to become ANZ customers bound to new terms and conditions. 

b) ANZ Bank claimed, pursuant to a newly created Supplemental Deed (SD) dated the 
25th February 2010  to become a new mortgagee through the purchasing of certain 
Landmark assets that fell within the banks lending criteria. 

c) A written letter dated 17th December 2009 was circulated from Landmark executed 
by “Mr. Graham Jacobs” and Ors, announcing a new working relationship with ANZ 
Bank.  

d) The letter was attached with “frequently asked questions” claiming among other 
things the following- 

e) Landmark and ANZ Bank will be working together to keep the customer informed;  
f) You are not required to do anything now; and 
g) in early 2010, all deposits became ANZ Banks deposits, among other things. 
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h) A further letter from ANZ signed by Mr Mark Hand, dated 22 February 2010 was 
misleading and claimed at paragraph 2 that “nearly all the Landmark Financial 
Services team be joining ANZ.” 

 

 
                                                      Particulars 
 Landmark Financial Services (LFS) was engaged as an independent contractor that held 
the requisite authorities to instruct the Trustee PCL as Trustee for the Landmark Trust, 
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to establish and lawfully transact the transfer proposal deed under the terms of the loan 
and carry on the day -day servicing of the Plaintiffs Landmark facilities. ANZ Bank acted 
in breach of the MTD by not engaging a independent contractor to act as a servicer. ANZ 
Bank is a corporate entity and cannot perform the functions of a servicer. 
.  
 
                                                    Particulars  
Within 2 weeks of receiving the letter dated 22 February 2010, the Applicants received a 
further letter from Mr. Mark Hand of ANZ Bank dated 5 March 2010, titled as “Welcome 
to ANZ” claiming that on the 1st March 2010, all Landmark customers will become an 
ANZ Bank customer.  

 
 
                                                   Particulars 
The plaintiffs post 8 December 2009, were not put on notice of any sale of the 
Landmark facilities and were not subject to being provided any evidence of the 
ability to continue and/or fulfil all the requirements of a new valid contract prior to 
any alleged assignment. 
 

i)  ANZ Bank without notice placed the Plaintiffs landmark facilities into lending 
services to be managed by ANZ Managers and certain legal firms to manage the 
migration of all Landmark borrowers transferring to ANZ Bank 

j) ANZ Bank managers claimed to act under authority through a Power of Attorney in 
favour of the bank to shut down all existing landmark facilities which is not 
permitted under the MTD. 

k) Unsolicited Letter of Offers were made by a Mr Roland Andrew Davis and William 
Edward Foreman from ANZ lending services without a memorandum of mortgage 
transfer and or deed of assignment. 

l) ANZ managers tried to recontract in an attempt to alter the original terms without 
authority to meet ANZ lending standards in order to effect a valid assignment. 

                                                    Particulars  
 
The unsolicited offer made by ANZ Bank was without notice and did not reflect the true 
parties as per the landmark facilities. The Plaintiffs at all times remained an original 
Landmark customer and attempted to recontract without notice to the guarantors. 
 

E) PCL and Elite Action 
Cause of effect in the matter CIV 2473/2012 PERMANENT CUSTODIANS LIMITED (ACN 
001426 384) AS TRUSTEE UNDER THE MASTER TRUST DEED ESTABLISHING THE RURAL 
PROGRAM v ELITE GRAINS PTY LTD And Ors 
 
 



 9 

 
 
 
The Plaintiff was PERMANENT CUSTODIANS LIMITED (ACN 001426 384) AS TRUSTEE 
UNDER THE MASTER TRUST DEED ESTABLISHING THE RURAL PROGRAM. 
The action was purportedly commenced as ANZ Bank as a Corporate Sole, which is 
unable to act as a Power of Attorney under the Master Trust Deed see point 2 above; 

“Australian and New Zealand banking Group Limited (ANZ) acts on behalf of the 
Plaintiff pursuant to a Power of Attorney granmted by the Plaintiff on the 31st arch 
2010 as servicer and manager of the Rural Program.” 
 

The above action claimed to have commenced in the jurisdiction of Western Australia. 
However, through the evidence obtained, Power of Attorney dated the 31st march 2010 did 
not list ANZ amongst the authority holders and held no legal power in Western Australia. 
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Commented [RC|GAP1]: “ (all States and Territories except 
Western Australia)” 
No jurisdiction in WA to commence proceedings CIV 
2473/2012 
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a) On the 3rd June 2011, without notice, the Directors of Elite and the First and second 
Plaintiff received an executed Letter of Offer from Mr Roland David from ANZ Lending 
Services. The further unsolicited offer was made without the knowledge of any annual 
review and submissions of financials, including but not limited to, without knowledge to 
the Second Plaintiff. Mr Davis undertook without knowledge or consent of the original 
proprietor an undisclosed valuation for ANZ Bank on the 30th May 2011. 

 

Commented [RC|GAP2]: Unauthorised valuations. 
“…value estimate must not be revealed by you to anyone 
other than Australia and New Zealand Banking group 
Limited.” 
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b) On the 24th November 2011,ANZ sent a NOTICE OF EVENT OF DEFAULT (NOTICE) against 
the proposed new facilities. The ANZ  Accounts were foreign to Elite as no consent to 
assignment pursuant to s 20 Property Law Act (WA) ever took place due to the lack of 
Rural Servicers. 

 

 

Commented [RC|GAP3]: Defaults were issued under ANZ 
bank and not Landmark. 
Elite and its guarantors were ever notified of the creation of 
these foreighn accounts. ANZ Acc Number 317-08315 and 
9054-62453 

Commented [RC|GAP4]: Elite Grains Pty Ltd did not exist 
on ANZ Records. No statements were ever received as the 
address was listed “Address Not Found” 
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c) ANZ acted in absence of a transfer of mortgage to mislead the court to unlawfully 
commence a mortgage action in the Supreme Court of Western Australia in the name of 
a professional trustee for ANZ Bank and not Landmark without proving by way of 
certificate pursuant to the landmark the debts owing to ANZ Bank were due and 
payable. 

d) On or about early 2012, the First Defendant acted for ANZ Bank purporting to be 
mortgagee of the Elite facilities and the plaintiffs 

 
e) On or about the 4th October 2012, the First Defendant claimed to have a chose in action 

to commence proceedings in the Western Australian Supreme Court for a bona fide 
creditor doing business as “the bank” in finance. 

f) The originating application was commenced without authorisation claiming among other 
things, ANZ Bank was an authorised individual acting under a power of attorney in 
contravention to the Terms of the Master Trust Deed to unlawfully commence recovery 
for a different trust (ANZ TRUST No 1) not known to the plaintiffs.  

g) On the 20th December 2012, the First Defendant submitted by way of  sworn affidavit of 
a Ms Bree Ludlow, claiming to have been sent to the First Plaintiff’s 

Commented [RC|GAP5]: Landmark account was S11 and 
S14 613754 
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h) email address of  elitegrainsptyltd@bigpond.com.au  which is not the email of the First 
Plaintiff. 

 
i) The 29th August 2012, a Statement of Claim (SOC) was again used by the First Defendant 

acting as an agent for ANZ Bank, purportedly again commenced an equitable chose in 
action by way of (SOC) bearing a number of defaced seals against the First and Second 
Plaintiffs as natural persons as pleaded in point 6 above and admitted at point 5 and 7 of 
the said SOC. The First Defendant inter alia filed an application under commerce being 
contract law claiming that a breach had occurred between PCL as mortgagee and the 
Landmark borrower 

 
                                                       Particulars 
The First Respondent purported to commence a mortgage action in the commerce 
division of the WESTERN AUSTRALIAN SUPREME COURT naming the alleged 
mortgagee as PERMANENT CUSTODIANS LIMITED (ACN 001426 384) AS TRUSTEE 
UNDER THE MASTER TRUST DEED ESTABLISHING THE RURAL PROGRAM claiming to 
hold a Default Judgement against Elite Grains PTY LTD to move against the 
guarantors. 
 

 
 
 

Commented [RC|GAP6]: The alleged Default Judgement 
against the Landmark borrower was incurable and deficient. 
No transcript or Registrar can be found by the WASC.  
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j) Later without notice to the Landmark Guarantors (Culletons) another application was 
made under unenacted law of commerce (62A of the Rules of the Supreme Court 1971)  
claiming inter alia a different party PERMANENT CUSTODIANS LIMITED) AS TRUSTEE FOR 
AND UNDER THE MASTER TRUST DEED ESTABLISHING THE RURAL PROGRAM claiming to 
be bona fide creditor as mortgagee for standing. 

 
 

k) Subsequently, another Registrar issued a Default Judgement on the 28th May 2013. 
 

 

Commented [RC|GAP7]: Default Judgement claimed to 
have been obtained on the 4th October 2012 was not listed 
with the Court. 
Matter No 2473/2012 did not commence until the 20th 
December 2012. 
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Commented [RC|GAP8]: Registered certified copy 
obtained from the Supreme court of WA is absent of a seal 
and is not executed. Furthermore, 
The Plaintiff is listed different to the Statement of Claim and 
the Orders against Elite dated 4th October 2012 above. 

Commented [RC|GAP9]: No Transcript of the matter 
2473/2012 was available to obtain. 
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Commented [RC|GAP10]: Second Version of Orders  
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Commented [RC|GAP11]: The Orders sent to the 
Culleton’s were sealed and stamped “Registrar Whitbread” 
The Orders were made against RODNEY NORMAN 
CULLETON AND IOANNA CULLETON 
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Commented [RC|GAP12]: PERMANENT CUSTODIANS 
LIMITED represented by lawyers confirmed under oath that 
the alleged Plaintiff in the matter CIV 2473/2012 cannot 
commence legal proceedings (see 2nd last paragraph) and 
was not the mortgagee ( see point ii) 
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Commented [RC|GAP13]: Third version contains no court 
seal and is executed by a Registrar 
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l) The First Defendant as agent for ANZ, misled the court by claiming that an event of 
default had occurred against the Landmark facilities by the borrower and that the First 
and Second Plaintiffs in respect of the indebtedness were liable under the guarantees. 

 
 
                                                         Particulars 
Post March 2010, the managing director of Elite made a number of efforts to redeem 
the Landmark facility by enquiring directly with the alleged mortgagee known as 
Permanent Custodians Limited (PCL) as a matter of right to prevent any risk of 
triggering a default under the Landmark general terms and conditions (Clause 9.1 
and 9.2) by offering to paying out the facilities. The directors of PCL refused to 
accept payment as they claimed to be a lender of record and not a mortgagee to the 
Elite borrowings causing a Doctrine of frustration. 
 

m) On the 5th April 2013 at 9.10am, the First Defendant sent an email to the directors of 
Elite stating, among other things, the following- 

“Dear Mr Culleton 
As you know, we act for Permanent Custodians Limited and the Australia and New 
Zealand Banking Group Limited (ANZ)”. 
 

n) The First Defendant as agent for “the bank”, again without power or jurisdiction, 
purported to commence further proceedings in the Supreme Court of Western Australia 
against IOANNA CULLETON AND LESLEY DIANNE CULLETON as corporate soles under 
commerce and not common law/equity to obtain land as real property.  

 
o) At point 25 of the SOC, the First Defendant misled the court by falsely claiming the 

following- 
“From on or about March 2009, the Plaintiff advanced funds to the First Defendant 
pursuant to the loan agreement”. 
 
                                                          Particulars 
Elite entered into two Landmark facilities as pleaded in point 5 and 12 above. PCL did 
not advance any funds to Elite as it was only the Lender of Record and not the 
mortgagee. The First and Second Plaintiffs contracted with the independent 
contractor known as Landmark Financial Services in their private capacity as 
guarantors for the two Landmark facilities. 
 
 

p) On the 28th May 2013, the First Defendant appeared in person with one of the directors 
of Elite before registrar Whitbread to whereby fraud was immediately raised.  

q) The reasoning behind the First Defendant appearing in person were for the following 
reasons- 

i. the matter listed did not list the true parties and matter number on the 
originating application (as pleaded in point 26); 

ii.  the party before the court was not a bona fide creditor of the First and Second 
Defendant;  

iii. The First and Second Plaintiff were named as corporate soles; and  
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iv. The court seal had been defaced. 
 
 

r)  Orders were made by a registrar (Whitbread) with leave of the court in favour of an 
entity not known to the First Plaintiff. Leave can only be granted under the strict 
requirements of 9.4.1 of the Consolidated Practice Directions 2009.  

 
                                             Particulars 
The order made by the registrar (Whitbread) on the 28th May 2013 was pursuant to 
Order 62A rule 4(1) with leave of the court created a doctrine of frustration. The 
order at point 3 stated in expressed terms the following- 
“The second and third defendants pay to the plaintiff the sum of $4,672,859.14 being 
the amount due under the mortgage as at today’s date together with interest in the 
sum of $926.98 per day from 28th May 2013 until payment in full in accordance with 
the terms of the mortgage”. 
 

s) The Default Judgement entered for non- appearance on the 28th May 2018 was not in 
favour of a creditor and is deemed of no legal effect as; 

a) The order was not in the name of the applicant, as declared on the originating 
application; 

b) The order addressed the First Plaintiff as a corporate sole who was not named as 
a party in the originating application by way of SOC dated 28th August 2012; 

c) The First Defendant without notice to the First Plaintiff issues proceedings in the 
name of a non bona fide creditor in the absence of an ABN number; 

d) The First Defendant issued proceedings without notice in a different trust known 
as the ANZ RURAL TRUST No 1 and not in the original LANDMARK TRUST; and  

e) Did so claiming that the First and Second Plaintiffs were ANZ Customers in 
respect to the Landmark commercial borrowings.  

t) The First and Second Plaintiff could not accept the order of Whitbread as being of first-
hand knowledge that the party before the court declared it was not a creditor and/or 
mortgagee and as such, did not consent to any demands made through the actions of 
the First Defendant. 

 
u) On the 17th July 2013, the First Defendant made an application to seize real property on 

behalf of PCL claiming to be a bona fide creditor to seize the Culleton lands as listed in 
(1) above.  

 
                                                     
 
                                                        Particulars 
On or about 25th October 2013 at about 10.00am, a Mr Terrance Kerr arrived with 
the WA Police whilst the First Defendant was not home to exercise a Property 
Seizure Delivery Order in favour of an entity not known at law. 
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Commented [RC|GAP14]: TERENCE KERR only holds 
authority under the Fines, Penalties and Infringements 
Notices Enforcements Act 1994 
Which cannot apply to seizure of land. 

Commented [RC|GAP15R14]:  
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v)  

Commented [RC|GAP16]: PSDO Order is not “like for like” 
pursuant to the Originating Application CIV 2473 ?2012. Take 
note of the following defects; 
The words “for and” have been added to the alleged 
plaintiff; 
ABN number has been removed; 
Not been executed; 
Court seal displays a J WHITBREAD; and 
No court seal and lacking details. 
This has been declared by the court and Baycorp  as the true 
original instrument claimed to have removed the Culleton’s 
from their property. 
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w) The Constructive Trustee’s were put on repeated notice that the Culleton’s as the 
original proprietors of the lands listed at point 1, did not consent to any alleged sale of 
real property due to PCL not being a mortgagee. ANZ Bank did not have a legal right or 
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authorisation to act under an equitable interest to seek a court order to obtain real 
property being land. 
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Commented [RC|GAP17]: Constructive Trustees still 
remain today on the properties  
despite repeated notices 
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