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Statuteas, 31r, ted.215 and "leges posteriores priores contrarias
abrogant": 114,il ('o. Rl. <626; Garneit v. Bradley'
(187S), 3 A. C. 944 at p. 965.

Thtere i- !iomw-er'î: i v min, no inconsisteney-no neces-

sar,ý rp na T\'' î]i intuticl of the Act is to, leave the

paramount (ý1 îîxrofdaiLg wiiliÂt ti" land in the~ Crown ujutil

Ille -,-îeo lie patet l1i nd uotî-t'ejtî inakes tlîe certificate

i10old4r a tenaut at-will. 'So long as the croxt n does not exer-

eise its parantottint pow er, tiîe certititate liolder is not liable to

bave his position aitaeked. So, lui, while Let has ie righit

to work thîe mine, this righit î,is njuetbtîesieiîtia o

-and 1 sec iîoîlîing in this n ntîn w îîh a, teiiancy-ai -x'iI

arn. mîore tlîan the riglît to trpa ftîrîî held on) the ,amîe

tenancey. No doubt the mnîerat- gout beeone the personal

property of the exploiter, andi ýso l]bje(î to a fi. faî. goût]-, but

the saine cannot be said of a righît te get sucli minerais whlich

riglît may be terminated ai any mîontîent b' tlie lord para-

mentit.

Nor is there any necessary inconsîstec in the riglît gîven

to t ransfer an interest to anothier-tli.t art]î Ï erx' nîlost would

mîake the transferee, but a tenant-at-willlii lieut of t lie original

licensee-this is not sucb a 'transfer as is covered b, the R1.

S. O. (1897), CIt. 119, sec. 8.

It is argueti bowever thai titis is an bntlancee of profits

a jnrndre; and] il is argîîed tlit a fi. fat. lands wyill ati'ach.

For thismis cjted .1lcLeod v. Laivsoin (1906), 8 O. W. IL. 213 at

p. 220, wiîere it is said that lthe higbe(st Lau son's riglît eouid

be put at xvas a pr'ofi't a prendi-,. 'Iliîe ce-tîti I)Cl''itlt itat a

mnînn icttsc xhieiî ly tie stattic w'as to bc for a lî'rîî of ten

x'ears R. S. 0. 1897, ci. 36, sec. a5 mnd frontî onet of tlieîîx

Lawson reeeix'ed lthe priviiege of entertîîg xtpon the location

and miniîng ore andt ntineral and relutîxill lthe satute fron lthe

date of tiîe agreentent tip to 3Ist Augîîst, 1905. Sec 7 0.

W. R1. at p. 521, 8 O. W. Rl. ai p. 2»21. It is then urged that

a profit a prendre is dccmt]t'ti Lie i xigile bY ('an. Rw. A ce.

(Co. v. IVilliatns (1910), 21 0. L 11. 472, a case of an oit

lease like that in1 question in MIchîtosh, v. Leelrie (1906), 13
0. L. 1R. 54. But in titat case titere were leases for a certain

fixed tinte, and it was on sncb icases thtat lte decision of the

C.J.C.P. was given. That is no autliorïly for sayingo that a

profit a prendre (so te speak) at the wiii of the Crowvn is

likewise exigible.
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