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The Cabinet on 26,8,49 informed Willie Vea that it refused
to transfer lease 1610 to Plaintiff until Willie Vea first applied
for o transfer from Sela to himself and then he should apply to
transfer from himself to Plaintiff.

This letter is important as it shows that Willie Vea was not only
fully instructed what steps to take but it also made it quite clear
that at the time Willie Vea received this letter he had no legal
authority to dispose of the title to this lease in any way.

Willie Vea diedpon the 5th April, 1951 and up to the date of his
death he had not transferred this lease.

The Defendant Loni Vex was appointed Executor of the Estatc
of Willie Vea. But no oae has been appointed to administer Sela's
estate. No administrator can by his will appoint an Administrator
of an Estate. This can only be doae by the gourt, and an Adminis-
trator must be appointed to complete the winding up of Sela’s
Estate.

Willie Vea went to New Zealund in 1948 and returned in Febru.
ary or March, 1959, and died on 5/4,/51. On the Sth April, 1951
and again on the 19th April, 1951 Defendant wrote to Plaintiff's
husband stating that the Deed of Grant (presumably the Lease)
was under Bond and that Defendant proposed to increase the pur-
chase price by £20 to pay off this Bond and making various other
demands and suggestions.

From this it appears clear that Delfendant was mtermeddling in
both the Estate of Sela and also Willie's Estate without any autho-
rity at all as it was not until 1°6/51 that he was granted Probate
of Willie’s Estate and he has never been appointed Administrator
of Sela's Estate.

The Defendant has elected not to give evidence. He probably had
good reasons for doing so.

In his address Defendant has alleged that the "Deed of Grant”
the lease, was deposited with one Richter of New Zealand by
Willie Vea as security for £NZ366. Defendant says he has a
letter from Richter to this effect but admits that the letter made
no mention of the Deed of Grant. Defendant has also referred
to a Bond but has produced no written document. Therefore
we have only the Defendant’s word, not even on oath, that
this Lease cannot be produced and the transfer registered.

Stnce Willie Vea has never had this lease transFerre_d to him as
Administrator it would appear that he had no authority to deposit
this lease as security. Nor had he any authority to mis-appropriate
this £500 to his own. use as would appear from the recetpts which
are signed by him in his own name and not as Administrator.

It would therefore appear that it is on Willie's own Estate will fall

the responsibility for satisfying any legally payable debt necessary
to procure the release of this Lease, provided of course Defendant’s

story has any truth in it. o
A good deal has been said by both sides as to obtaining the coasent
of Cabinet to the transfer of this lease.






