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r"lrs BrOVil.C for Respondents 
Date of Hearing: 1\-~ \?-. \t . J.-oo-f 
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DenVei:~d b:L ;.::~ir7$tQ~ J 

The appellant requested especially under Article 60 (3) of the Constitution. It 

is necessary for the Court to be satisfied that there are proper grounds for 

granting relief from the fallure to meet statutory time llmit for appeal, The 

A;:;peHant argued that the Court below had proceeded upon an incorrect 

interpretation on the Maeva Judgment. We do not agree this was so and 

adopt respondent counsel's submiss'or: at pJ:-agraph 14 when she analysed 
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principles. W2 find the appellant was not entitled as of right to succeed to 

Keu Mataroa. 

Relating to the question of genealogy. The appellant's case relies upon the 

genealogy at page 54 of the record. Counsel submitted that this was made 

up from the genealogy record in this Court. We do not agree. The genealogy 

at Minute Book 3/62 and 9/4 clearly show that Matal was a son of Makona 

and Poko or Teupoko. There is no evidence supporting the appellant's 

contention that Makona was the same person as Tekeu Mataroa. 

Moving finally to the evidence when Teao Mataroa adopted lVlataroa ItL We 

do not accept the appellant's interpretation that there were three persons 

whose evidence was recorded. 

•\: the Court below made a finding of fact on this we are not persuaded that 

we should depart from that finding. The Appellant's final submission was that 

the evidence given at the adoption hearing was sufficient to complete the 

adoption even if there was no blood tie between the foster parents and the 

adoptee. We are not persuaded that the evidence in thls matter is sufficient 

to es~ablish a complete adoption. 

Fe:" the reasons set out above the application for special leave to appeal is 

...refused. 


