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The argumnent, addressed to us. which maintained it was
only licences existent at the date of the grant thiat the statute
had in view, does not meet the po.-sibility 1 have adverted to.

Nor do I thiink it meets the point u auy aspect. The
mining miglit fail to be of any value to any one aud the Iast
possibility of the mners resorting to the tiiuber miglit dis-
appear; are we to assume that the Crowu could not theni
issue a license to eut these trecs reserved as its property?

Surely no such absurd resuit was ever contemplated by
any one.

Anid nless we cari maintain it was so, tbis pine tiuber
w-as hiable to bceut at auy tiiue by licexriees of the Crown.

But why labour with it? FIow eau trespass as to these
pine trees ever lie on suchi a title?

No case cited, when exained closely, has in truith any
hnt an illusory resemblance to thils case, gave the case of
Ca44eman v. Hlerse y, 32 I7. C. Q. B. 333, which is distin-
guishable, but I rnay add, no more binds us thau the finding
of the learned trial Judge whichi is souglit to be restored by
virtue of a fiudin'g of possession.

1 think the appeal ouglit to be dismnissed with coste.
The appeal in1 the case of Schmidt against the same par-

ties must aise fail.
togetherwere


