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1. Comparison of generations -;Up.-go' s has 10 and Hamotalau II, 11. 

2. Court .found it difficult to find whether both parties are of the sane line but there is a 
point whereby the Court took as a proof whether or not both parties are closely related. 
The court question Hr "uongolia whether Hamotee the defendant are related to liingo iII14 
him. He said' they are from Gvaunaongi. 

}. The court was so surprise to find a ohief as fill' J:longolia in his statement did not mention 
strong custom signs 6ticli-as-1'1T~o ni etea \.2) JVi"Lae l3) place of :naomaand tafurae. 

%. The court found that Ramotalau II born in Ysabel Island and was sent to Nalai ta Province 
~ his mother. The oourt assessed what he was trying to point to court even of his young 
age. Signs such as (1) .4kalo ana etea (2)ikalo ana rnae (3) .--,kalo ana maoma and tafurae. 
All these he had mentioned in his statement and also showed in the field. 

5. Witnesses of both parties tried to convince the crourt to believe them but the court only 
aceepte thoae that mentioned tambu sites, custom danoing plaoes, tafurae, etea, maoma etc. 
and proof it in the land proof. 

6. The court believes Ramotalau II of showing oustom signs of etea, tufurae, maoma and tuliau 
both parties showed bones but Ramotalau II is more specific. 

7. (.) The court had looked into chiefs settlement of 16 October 1987 para. (a) which binds 
Ramotalau II and Ringo. 

,(b) The court looked into local court case of 10/11/87 and that decision stands lUI 

Ramotalau II head of Sura/IIikih&.i land and he is entitled to collect any payment eto. 
for land properties. The oourt tries to bind both parties together but could not do 
it clue to that both p3rties claimed them.selvecl dL71'ereni; W,"J.cl ,'u:,.-tncrmore with 
different geneologies. 

DECISION 

David Ramotalau II is the owner of 3ura/Hikiha;i. land. 

Vice President - Ramoi 
~ourt Member - Julian KobilOko 

II tI 


