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The Applicant, Llliane -Marie-France Pravot; nee stephipnr., 1 i verl 
VIi th the. Respondent . ~~_Y7ar§_J:)~f:Qr.!LtheY __ marrJlild.Qr. ~,2l1d,Jl-!ly_l<:J~O . 
She stated .that dunng the~r period t0gether she helped -Iier h\1sband 
to build up his business both in Tanna :when he wo.rked for Ballande 
and in Vila when they Ilad·their own quslness. She ll.Hid srle assisted 
her husband in the· Ballande ·shop~ in .Tar,mi.l wi tnout pay 8nd in the 
joint business !:ly helping. when the e'mp16yees were not working, I 

pax:ticular;ly on Sundays, l;1oildays and;night time. Ttle Iler,pondent I 
denies this but ·even if the wife was dol-ng menial tasks in assisting 
her husband, she was. in my opinion,· helping him. Without her the I 

: Respondent would have to employsOIJieone to look after the house, cook / 
and wash for him, therefore I agre~ with many of the eminent Law Lords 
in England when t):ley stated that a wife must be considered in certain 
circumstances to be a partner ·in her husband! s business. There are i 
many English authorities where a womar:-Tl.-;ii .. ri.g .. wi. th!l. .man for 8S litt ... l. e ... 
as six years has been treated as an~.U;l.;LJn the division of the <J£-iXl,t) 
property. I understand this position is the sallie under French la';r. , 

The propertie.s involved in the'dispute are as follows:-

1. House and,. property title n/OG22/007 Port-Vila valued at ?~ .. 
million Vatu: 

2. The furniture in the house value;l .at 1 million VAtU. The 
estimated values of 1 ·and 2 are agr€,ed to by the parties. 

3. One yellow ·Nissan util i ty truck IJ1.1r61uwen in 1981l' valued at 
600,OOOVT •. 

4. Saw milling bUsiness jointly built up valued at 3 milllon Vatu. -----,,--
This estimated value is difficult to assess as the con;:ession 

right to the timbei' ceased in October 1986 'and the present '101der of 
the concession only obtained a renewa;L of the concession within the 
last month. It was stated that the Responden twas offerf''! 2ilf million 
Vatu for the business but this is disputed and it is c ;ol~lided that 
the offer was merely for the concession rights. The t t()(, Ls t of the 
business such as a Pelleteuse Caterpillar 

a saw make Huary 
2 trucks 
4 chain saws 
a stock of wood 

I 
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is valued by the Respondent at 200,OOOVT but Mr Ris,sen, Courlselfor 
t.he AppHcant J.-- submitted that thls figure was a ploy 'to·-i.inder estiuui.te 

, ~-1:;ne-value~--'-It was denied by the Respondent that g'Jc!1'W'lS t'le C8se but 
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in my ol'.inion this sum was completely unrealistic, even for the 
materials as mentioned. Even if they were in POOl' condition, the 
total value would, at least, be one million Vatu and I assess them 
at that figure. 

5. Timber stocks. 
The Applicant said that in July 1986 there was the following 

stock:-

(a) 20 cubic metres of Hardwood at 40,000YT a cubic metre 

(b) 10 cubic metres of White wood valued at 20,000YT per 
cubic metre ......•..•....•.......•....... t' •••••••••• 

800,00QVT 

200,OOQVT 

(c) 10 cubic metres of Rose wood valued at •••••••••••.•• 500,OOQVT 

A total for the wood of: .....•.. , ......................... lt500 t OOOVT 

The estimate for the timber is disputed by the Respondent who 
placed little value on it and stated it was of wrong lengths and 
difficult to sell. In my opinion, the timber still has a value and in 
my opinion 1 million 1~ould not be an e'lcessiv.e"estimate. 

6. Bank accounts. 
In the_joint account in No~mea •••••...••.••.. ~ .•..... 3,500,OOQVT 

which was uplifted by the Applicant as a result of the harsh 
treatment by the Respondent. She retained 500,OOOYT and put 
the 3 million Vatu on deposit in an account in her name in 
Noumea .. 

The bank accounts are agreed at the figure •••..•..•.• 7,186,638VT 

In my opinion, the following estimates seem fair having 
heard the evidence of both parties:-

1. 7,186,638VT - bank (agreed) 
2. 1,00O,OOOYT .- wood,. stock 
3. 1,00Q,OOOVT - . tools of trade 
4. 3,500,OOOVT - house and furniture (agreed) 
5. 600 ,OOOV'f - Nissan truck 

Total - 13,286,638VT. 

I consider the Applicant has been harshly treated and indeed ~ 
humiliated by the Respondent. She impressed me as a woman who spoke 
the truth aiid I believed her. In my-opinion, the Respondent attempted 
to place anUhrealietic value on the assets to lower the figure for 
division. I did hot believe him. 

I I accordingly gr'ant to the Applicant the following:-

1: PfiB H6'l;J~g ~fta fl1ff5Htif~ thef'e1n. The guns, if any, within the 
pfdtl~fty t8 B~ f@iii:lflft§d 1;0 the Rf!!lpOl1dent. 

2: :Phi! E8!!t ar :t:fatl§!fef'fiflM the pf'bpe:rty to the Applicant. 

~; The sHm ti:f 3\5C1(j,06dV1f\ uflHft~d by the Applicant from the bank 
HI Noumea ana costs. . 

Dated €It Vila this 17th day of August, 1987. ~.~. Frederick G. Cooke 
·CHIEF JUSTICE 




