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à18 cliAm in conformity with the regulation of the. 2rd
1912; and, therefore, the Act could not be strictly

ai against Neilly so as to allow the fraction in dispute to
ided ini the Lessard dlaim; and lie ordered that mining
-940, as shewn on the plan of survey prepared by G. F.
,q, dated the 8th July, 1913, should, stand as recorded,
t a patent should issue therefor.

appeal from that order was heard by MERzDiTI{, C.-J.C.P.,
b., $UTIIERLAND, and ROSE, JJ.
LSi-aglt,.for the appellants.

1. Ferguson, for NeiIly, respondent.

lie conclusion of the argument, the judgment of the Court
ivered~ by MEiREDITH, C.J.C.P., who said that what a
,er le entitled to is 20 acres laid out ln the manner impera-
tnud minutely (with diagrams) prescribed, by the Act.
s. 51 et seq.) The provision upon whlch, the respondent
'ec. 59, sub-sec. (5), added by,4 Geo. V. eh. 14, sec. 2,
nly this: that, notwithstanding the fact that the discoverer
laid out bis claim in the way which the Act requiires, he
the circumstances there provided for, have that whic'i the

0Ives to hlm, not that which he lias inaccurately laid out.
at being so, the ruling of the Commissioner was wrong;
mns of both parties should be laid out as the Act impera-
rescribes; and, that being done, there 18 no confliit; the

.ies Of the one do not corne in contact anywhere with
the other.

Appeal aUc>wted with costa.
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eal by the plaintiffs fromn the order of FALCONWItDOU,

Iante 165, dismissing an appeal fr*ui a ruling of a Lo)cal


