
IN THE MALAITA LOCAL COURT 

7/91 LAND CASR NO: ••••••••••• DATE: 6/4/92 

Name of Land MAF..AOI in dispute ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Name of CCNLIUS KWASITE'E OF NAONAULI VILLAGB Plaintif!, •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••• 
v. 

Name of 
SIRU ABA'ABA OF FF;EFATA IaBOYISI VIIIIJAGE . Defendant: ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••• ••• 

DRC'REE 

JUDG~TT 
cotmT FINDINGS 

(1) This land ease w/s not done properly by the chiefs settlement. 

(2) The plaintiff statement of claim was based mainly at BINORO 
outside of disputed land call MAEASI and Court find that Plaintiff'S 
generation also at RINORO. Plaintiff himself was of SINORO and 
first discovered Almo'O. Claim covering ~aeasi land. This Oourt 
not interest of Sinoro but only Maeasi disputed land. Court . 
notice that lJLASI discovered AUBO '0. From Ulasi to your son 
Kwasitee (2) 7 g~:t1:j;'ration while you have 17 generation fopSinoro. 
You plaintiff (1) C. ywasitee said in your statement that Aubo.o· 
is your principal sacrifice site. 

During our survey you ShOll to Court party one group of stone. 
No any ETF~, or BIBI wac notioed as you answered C Question 6 
find not custom signs as said. Even at lluluga. 

(3) You denied Dfd (1) Siruabaaba not seen his offer sacrifice 
at Luluga or t'iaeasidisputed land. 

Your wi tnesss (4) Jlifa::-k duri np; survey sned and confess to confirm, 
that Siruabaaba Dfd (1) also bring taro and pi~s to sacrifice or' 
HEE at FATABAIA t~bu site. But denied your C. Kwasitee Plaint:i;f. 

(4) You Pl a1 ntiff said Galisu 'u born of a woman name TE'J~l".l1'IU 
of your tribe but GEGEO m~ 5 who was descendants of GALISlnJ 
denied that plaintiff (1) not related to TETBFIU (f). She is of 
FUNILOFO tribe. There~Funilofr: ')\''I'L~rri l..uluga parcel of his ancestor 
GALI8U'U. ~ 

(5) Defendant (1) Siruaba have 17 generation for FUNILOFO. While 
ptff have 7 generation for Auboo. Court belief that Dfd 1 + 2 ' , 
first discovered of Funilofo coverj.ng Maeasi land. Defendants' 
gave (4) parcels of land to his femalp side. 

(6) Both Conlius Kwasitee and Olosua mentioned in Court gave 
some paroels of land to your female tribe, but during survey 
Court did not see any principal custom signs at Auboo H.Q. 
to qualify your gifts. So Court doubt your claim, your principal 
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_V"rifice sites. Therefore Court disqualified your boundaries 
~~ 'apearline olaim in this oase. 

(7) Court belief that your PTFF (2) OLOSUA descendants of 
GALISUU temale line to have right at Luluga under existing male 
tribes ot GALIst.JU suthori ty. . 

(81 Court belief that Ct lwasitee not have any conneotion to 
~? !:~a,toTg~t~r:l:o~fpe~l~~ ~~;e::~f{fi~~! e~~tg:nf:~tP:~.l 
Luluga ~Maeasi). 

(9) Oourt belief that you Cornilus Kwasitee TRU only stay with 
IJOFOLANGA male descendants of SINOHO who married woman ot lIS~ 
tribe whQ settled at naeasi Luluga till his son C. Kwasite ptf 
today. Since your father stay under custom 'Permission of .roLrA. 
Court agreed but SB'OTTT,D NOT claim ownership of any parcel of land 
within Maeasi. Luluga (parcel). Court resume to pass decision 
at 2 p.m. 13/4/92. 

DF.cISION: 
Court disqualifeid the claim/boundariea of plaintiffs claim in this. 
Both plaintiffs 1 and 2 not qualified to claim ownership of and 
parcel of land within Maeasi. (Luluga). 

Court agreed they can use luluga parcel of land under the existing 
male tribes of GALISU'U authQrity as laid in the 1985 Court case 
decision. Court certified S1ruabaaba for 1:i'UNIlflFO' and ~A.F.A8I. 
Any new development T'laintiff 1 and 2 want to make seek permission 
from Defendant Siru. 
Ri~t Appeal within go days as from today 13/4/92 
exp 
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