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•nio mortsftgea. by tbe Inland Nayigation Comp «y t. Starr. Stairs and Black,

were foreclo^d and .old, and the property conveyed by the Sheriff of Halifax County

to Samuel Gray and John Stair., I8th Jane. k862, and these person, on 9th December.

186 dtlare/.hat they held .he property in trust for 'fhe La'.e and River Nav.gat.on

Company, to which Company tuey conveyed on 1st May. 1867. 1%. Company wa.

IZIa underaStatututeof the Province called "An Act for the I-orporaUon and UO

M'inding up of Join* Stock Companie.," the declarr.tion ot the shareholders, and otaur

documents, pwaminary to ibe organization forming p-rt of the case.

The Lake and River Navigation Company conveyed ail the property to Lewis P.

Fairbanks, by Deed of April lit, 1870.

On the 3i,t May, 1876, T^wis P. Fairbanks as.igne4 under the Insolvent Act of

1875 to the Plaindff and Appellant, who afterward, became creditors as-.^.e. of h.s .0

estate and cffec«^^«.

The Deed from Richard Tremuine to the SUuoenacadie Canal Company of kSth

* 1 A1« „a»e 82 conveys the land on either eid^ of :he stream, and lecognues the

tT,u. .•:;-»».»<' "^«* «- --^^* "'*« °«'^°' K..»^ J. !--- '^«

already referred to.

The Deed from the Ex3cu.^rof Hartshcrne to H..bin, dated 23rd May. V ,..ge

83 .hews that on the Kobin lot, referred to in the evidence, and a.so the bcu« occupied

under lease by Stanford under whom Defendant claims, a reservation of the stream .as

rl The same circumstance appears from the Deed. M.tchell to Stan.ord of 1st

Tune. 1847. in .Nation to the Hobin lot being the adjoining lot to th« one lu d.spu e.

Mi.ciell Saving acquired i^ from Hobin subject to the same rest.-vaiion .see page 85).

« S nford afterwards acqui.eJ it and occupied it (line 8 V.) The conveyance, to

F loon and the agreement between Falconer and the Inland Nav.gati.^ Company

(^ re 8 -«8) convened the rights to the locus which he had derived f.om Hartshorne 130

I'd secured the right to that Company to buUd and conU-.e tJ.e dam referred to m the

evidence, lifcc.

Eeasons in Support of the Appeal.

1st. The Plaintiff proved a documentary title to the locns
;
the Defendant failed

to prove any such title.

2„^i The Plaintiff also proved prio. possession, which, couoled with his documen-

tary title, threw upon Defendant the caus of establishing a title to the locus either by

docVments-which he failed to prove-or by possession. In respect c^ the latter claim

his defence failed for the following reasons;
li»
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