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" ^yhul) JoRO}>li I.arocquo ]tift his ])lao(', now lot 7, hi.s son-iii ^(J
liw, Joseph Goudon, was settled on what is now lot r», and I knowj^i.!

that the said Goudon /iV a ijreat many years after iisod the huxll^y

ing on n.'hat is voir lot 7 as one of his stables." qj.

" His stahles were about G or 7 chains to the north of M^hou
house, on wlrat is now known as lot 7. The sMh.'es in q nestion mpn
were still standin'j vhen Cou ion niove'l away."

lenu
Aiigustin C'osMlln says in his second declaration for tin-* pO!

Hudson's Bay Coin|tan_v: "/(// tlte i/'Joi'ination I gave at tiu'jehic

time said declaration was made, loas thai sa'nl G'o^kIou's horwifen
was haitt before the transfer." <lot

)orti

Alexander Scott says, for the Hudson's Bay Coni{)Hny, thatjvinc

"The said house and stables were on said lot No. f), hut I cannot xa^ti

say v^hether the mhole of said field vms on said lot 5, as Jio ot I

.survey lines were run at ihe time Goudon lived on said land." Ulow
There is nothiuij made out by the Hudson's Day Company ••the

to throw even a doubt \\\^o\\ the case of the applicant. The wors- Gk>uc

statements in tlu; <leclarations of Gosselin and Scott, the only diffei

outside evidence introduced, ai-e that they do not know mucli land

about it, and what they do admit to know and state is in com that 1

plete accord with all the othei- testimoiiy. The
There was a ]>ossession, a residence, a cultivation and .'. and e

living on lot 7 by Joseph Larocque, sen., the father-in-law tract,

ofjose.^h Goudon. Joseph Lai-ocque gave to his son-in-law, Gove
Joseph vroudon, that lot, with the house, stables and improve right

ments, and Joseph Goudon contimied that possession, occui)atio::
'

and cultivation up to and after " the time of the transfer " (15ti\ of wh

July, 1870). This is ])ossession of the lot in question—"peace in it

able po.ssession," as there was and is no adverse claimants, of th(

claiming through possession cr any other right only the negative it ma
right that the claiiuant is not entitled. Goudon liimself, irres pract

pective of any right through his father-in-law, which ought to bt^

sufficient, had a right in himself. He occujued, possessed, built

upon, cultivated and improved the lot 7 sufficient and morf
than sufficient to give him title under thestatute. I venture to say Ott^a

thousands of acres in Manitoba have been granted bv the Crown
under the Statute in question on much less evidence of possession

than there is in this case. Take for illustration the extent to whicl-

the equities of possession are carried under the Order in Council

of 25th February, 1881, as to what may be termed "staked
claims"; without any other or any actual possession, and with

out any cultivation or im[)rovements wliatever—at least 45,000

acres are allowed of that kind—stakes were put down at the

corners of lots, without residence, cvdtivation or improvements
;


