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ES

acre mechion wi

he latest Goverument

reglde therseon., P

n shows a capital valuation of $10,600 made up of

improvenents valued at unimproved value at $4,200,

arkket value has not established.

a fivet mortps

HOW OWANG .

arilng

to these proceedir it

the parties

e noneh on I Wl el 9 s g,
prdor o its sale an

PrOperty . Upon the

O was real

for $8,300. A sunm of §4,000 was
of §%,380 was used as

"

The ba.

noee ol $920 was provided

N She

from $4,000 to

$680.  She has thus contributed §1,600 and the

oo

tly owned U

proceeds from the sale of the Jols

The partles dire,

and New dealsnd, in thal arrived

Septenber, 1963,

Tlilrangl property. 1966 when

before, Respondent

a separation ordsy

effectively put en end %o

Ltlrangl propevty was purel

o

&
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from o Saving

wWan

orabed badly.

The Tltirangl props

ad roeburned to B

laad, Lpplicant

abed and Hesponds

sall the Titirangi property aad tu purchase the

2 Bay property. There i a conflict of evidence

e reasons for Blockhouse Bay propey

concerning

v thedr joint : T do not think the reasons mabber much.

had an eguity in the Titirangl Road property and the procesds

?%y&l&@mkm ﬁm%wﬁméﬂt Blockhouse Bay property.

T8 (:N?‘EX\\

I have carefull affidavits on

the marriage and the propsrby

&&mirzlma, and the somewhat cor

contributlons wéde by ench to the varlious properties :

heve been dnterestbed, &t s when the Titlira

was pold; 1t having been the mebrimonisl home, I

dustlice can only be done by glving each an equal share and that

hould contilnve to be th

posltlion as at the date of Lte =ale,

t
Iv de virbtually dopossible teo unpavel the contrdibutions of ea

the V&waamm ke

mential venturdsy and in that event and in the

gﬁrtiau%@r clroumstances of this case; eguallty ds eguity,

rEe

From this basis the inberests 0¥ each in the Blocl
Bey proverty can, with Justdce to &anh,f%% flyed, The joint
fund invested was $3,380, that is §1,690 each. &?@iim&wg has

contributed a further $1,600 as earlier mentioned., In Jud

therefore, 1t would be Just to declare that the partles are

5 on

entitled to a definition of their interests on the basis

o

Blockhouse Bay property is to be held by them as tenan

i i

as to two shares by Applicant and one share by Hespond
Cines thelr r&%@&ativ@ interests but does not dlapose :of the

property or of its possession, No doubt the parties r now be

able to negotiate a form of sebtlement which will enable Applicant

to purchase the laterest of Respondent. Hach party should pay

Yol g

hWis or her own cosis, The further hearing of the application is

adjourned with the right of either party to apply for a further



zture sbould @ settlement not be reached. Any fuvrther

n of the principal of the morigage by Applicant 1s

Y

he opedited to her,

Application adjourned accordlngly.

Solicltors:

Haddow & Co., Auckland, for Applicant.

Alderton, Klngston & Coy, Auckland, for Respondent.





