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Ho says also, •' mxul Moelian never lived or had any irnprovA*

^ent^ Qn said Lot nine."

In view of what he suid in his first doclaiatjon, when there

yrere no dispqtantH, ihe uliove det;Iaration is not worth much.
He Rfid Meehau " built hiinsrif a house and additioaa ami \\VQ<\

pontinuouiily o\\ the land in (luestion.""

David Govdon is equidly unfortunate in being agalns* him-,

self, although i^ot so clear or explicit in his opposing atntetuenta

9% in his WnS-

J^ichoiHl Terrof sayn: " I have frequently seen the site of

itald hoiiBe, and it is at least one-half mile north of the uoptb*

#riy Uonndary of lot munber nine (9) aforesaid." It ia quite

plear ^h^ '< ^^ite " could be soen as Terrot .say^. and if siJ, then

the surveyor (Martin) saw it, and Josepli doudon a>nv It an4
pointet^ i^ out to the surveyor, and it would snem clear that iUo

fturveyar's evitU'nce as t-» whether it was on Lot D or nob is con.

olusivii as ajcamst the evid^^nt sui>;.J0 w.) k of anyone who
majjes it three-quarturs of a mile north of lot 0, and the othep half
»i Wijp. Since the location or sit;> of the building could be

ti^^amiqed, 'surveyors' testimony is conclusive as against th" unoeiv

t^in ftud olearly luireliablo te^itimony of m;m who s[)oka fur the

fjide which Bought their evidence every time. Tlie evidonoe of

JV,loXrt»v4er Seo^t is too glaringly erroneous to .iiake it worth '.rvy»

V^ing. It contradicts every person and every established tilingi

ftHil way bo dismissed without further notice.

There is, thravfore, nothing made out by the Hudson Bay
0<iJrtpany to throw any doubt upon th? cise of the applicant.

There was a possession, a residenca, a cultivation 'i^d a.

Uvlng Qn lot 9 by .Mike M.ijhan, and he sold that lob, with fc,he

house, Htable^ and improve. noats, an I 'Jlarke c-o.i^trtWf^/' ^/t4« i^^-
iHQUMion, QQoupitiou and cultiv.iiioa. Thii is pxsjession of the lot

in question—" peaceable posse.^sion," at the time of the tran^ter

(I3fch July, 1870) as there w,is and is xv^ adverse claim lUtS,

ijlavnUig through possession or anj other rbjht only the negative
Vighfc that the claimant is not entitled. Meehan occui)iod, po«-

»ei.s6d, Unilt upon, cultivated and improved the lot 9 sutfioient

fvn4 mora than sutBcient to give him title under the Statutt;. H«
improved it at both ends. 1 venture to say that thouiianils of

ftor«« in Manitoba have been granted by the Crown under the

Statute in question on much less evidence of possession than

there'ig in this case. Take for illustration the extent to which the

PQUitlea of possession are carried undei* the Order in Council of

86tb February, 1881, as to what may be termed " staked claims" ;

without any other or any actual poasessicn, and without any oul-


