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reptiting the previous grant and the completion of the all'itinent
and laying out in 1765.

Held, following Bou.tili#r v. Knock, 2 OId. 77, that th und
L,~ whieh plaintiC aserted titie was inferentially included in the
grant of 17 65.

2. Following DesBarres v. Shey, 2 G. & 0. 377, on appeal,
29 L.T.N.S. 592, that a grant is valid in vrhieh reliance is placed
upon previous allotment proceedings, location and registry, and

~* ~.the location of the a-ea for each grantee is flot apecifled.
3. Folkiwinig DesBarres v. Shey, 29 L.T.N.S. 592, that the

proceedings of the coxumissioners by whonm the allotinents were
mxade ealled for by the grant of 1784, were evidence in the case.

4. A recital lua private grant wiIl flot ha read as giving a
retrospective effeet to the grant itself or as making it senior
to a previous grant. The saine rule of construction does nlot

J apply to recitals in publie grants relating to inatters of publie
intereet.

5. The Crown cannot, any more than any private individual,
when it lias parted with its interest in land, mnake an admission
or statement affecting that interest, which will have the cifect
of derogating fromn its grant.

6. Where there is flot sufficient land in a certain locality for
Z N, .ýj àtwo sets of lots granted, and one set must gire way, the firet

party to take possession witm a titie takes the compliment of
hie grant.

7. Wliere the grant refera to allotment and location as hav-
ing prcviously taken place, the general plan la admissible as
part of th~e allotuient proceedings and is useful as shiewing thr,
divisions, the màumnbers and the monuments, but will not be al-

S lowed te, prevail over the true distances as ahewl -by ineasure-
ment fromn auch monuments and if the description ie found to
be false it will be rejected provided there is a aufficient descrip-
tion of the lot to, identify it.

8. The fact that a plan shews too large or too smali a quan-
tity or a wrong location by scaling, so that it is not to be de-
~jended upon in that respect, will not be allowed to prevent the
correct quantity and dimensions called for and evidenced ini
other waye froin controlling.

9. In proving the position of adjoiniLg lines referred to, as
é . boundaries in a given instrument it je not requzred te, prove

~Y itle back to the Crown. Occupation with colour of title even
ini the case of woodland would be sufficient.
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