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proble. to which I have rcferred of the appellant's

interest in the_groperty and the yvalue of
} ',

it vhich should be reflected in her share in the mad

nonial hone, thus reducing the amount she will have t

pay to the respondent to obtain posses

sion, Again,
¥r Meilabb agrees that an order within that framework

would be appropriate.

It is at that point that there is a difference

in the proposals made. I have considered the evidence

of the valuecrs and the rival submissions which put the
natter cles

tatute is a fair one, On the other hand, from the
respondent?s point of view, I thinl shovs

that, vhile inflation hos played its part, improvenents
have ployed a very significont part in the increase of
the value of the _ property since separation,

I think I should add that if the matter were consliderad
o S

under the provisions of the 1976 Act

o

there is a wide
discretion to see that justice is dome in applying s 2 (2)

I agree with Ur Tuohy that, n"'xng ¢:ﬂutud

property within a sonable time and that

o
payeble to the respoudent should be on the basis of
equal sharing of the matrimonial home and an allowance

to the appellant based on the appellant’s cont

There vill be no ordcr o8

Solicitors for the sppell

Solicitors for the responden






