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The allotment was registe[e,l in the name of the defcnda~t on 

17 March, 196'1. 
The widow died on. 1'1 June, 1964. From the evidence it is clear 

tha t the widow hilcd to comply' with the prov,isions of Section 81 
of the Act. The Court cannot belic\·e that she had no opportunity 
to do so O[ was at no time capable of doing so during thc twdve 
months statutory period. At the end of that perioJ the allotment 
wouid no[mally revc[t to the holder, the Crown in this case. 

There WelS however no de facto reversion 'illllllCJi'ltcly after the 
statut<iry pcrioJ, because the 1-linistry had no official notification 
of the death of the holder. 

In C'.Ct it is not e;lsy to determine when reversion to the Crown 
did actually occur. Ti,e widow, however, made no representat,ion 
during the remaining (Ive yens of he[ life. 

She I);lid the rcnt but completely ignQ[eJ the provisions of 
Section 81 of the Act. 

The Sc:ction makes no reference to rent ·it merely prov,ioes to 
the effect that when a cJilimis not made within twelve months from 
the deatiJ of the last holder the allotment shall revert to the Crown. 

\'(!jdows or heirs who fail to make action as provideJ by the 
section cannot expect the COll ct to come to their assistance if this 
means ovcriding the law. If they ask the COllrt to apply equ,ity they 
mllst realise that c'lllil'y does not assist those who arc negligent in 
protecting their rights. 

For the reasons stated this COLI rt gives judgment for the de­
fendant WIth costs, lloth parties to pay their own lawyer's fees. 
Edit:>c's Note: The plaintiff appealed to the Privy Council. On 25 
October, 196(, I he hi'.')' COllllCil allowed the appeal. (See 1'.42) 
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