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A f~Drlfg' L ¢ sald lands from Hugh "Chester ‘Humphrys the G T DE FREITAS .
e Hﬁgh Chesteer eﬁ uagll;hg; the igm ofd$l I;l ,200 and on the said date the s el a Barrlster-a,t-Law
= ~—Uotl Vester Humphrys so informed the said Llovd Til ' Sl B T. KING ‘

who expressed IhlS: satistaction and therea,fter on the S&}lfd da,t%hrl'eli?}aﬁn]ie]gl z}?ef F = ARTHUR G KING ~. |

Sohcltor Ca e Barrister-at- Law

For J S. MOARTHUR

Ba,rrlster-a,t-La,w; i

a perlod of 31X months

-}-.‘ ey
wd kel

ol =
i &
s Y

.
=
’
i . P o ———— ' 1
L e e ———_
o = ———— e = T
I e ——

e e

- b A ey e =

T i e

s vl
AR PRER R RS -é‘a‘ o T e e b e T P T R AR s

=y = - I Fm P ————— —— e ST T ML SR e e o e . - o




