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ground leased, and were not 'lbuildings and erections " within
the meaning of the proviso.

Appeal dismissed with costs.
Laidlaw, Q. C., for appellant..
Robinson, Q. C.,y & McD onald, Q. C., for respondent.

QUEEN'S IBENCII DIVISION.

LoNDoN, 18 May, 1896.
DiOKiNs (APPELLANT) V. GILL (RICsPoNDENT)..31 L. J. 342.

(Jriminai law-Posse3sion of die for rnaking flot itious stanp-Lawful
exvcuse.

Case stated by the chief metropolitan police magistrate.
An information was exhibited by the appellant (an officer ofInland Revenue) against the respondent under section 7, sub-section (c), of thie Post Office (Pr otection) Act, 1884, for havingin bis possession on June 8, 1895, a certain die and ir'strumentfor înaking a fictitious stamp. It was proved that the die wasreceived by the respondent from one Van ifloytema, who hadreceived it from the continent of Europe, and that the respond-ent had ordered such die to be made for bim, for use in illus-trating the philatelist's supplernent of the Bazaar, th&e Exchange

and Mart newispaper, and that it lad heen made an-d delivered
accordingly. With the die a representation of a 21d.. Cape ofGood Hope stamp could be produced. It was, lowever, provedto the satisfaction of the magistrate that the only purpose forwhich lie had ordcred and had lin bis possession the said die wasfor making upon the pages of an illustrated stamp catalogue ornewspaper illustrations in black and whbite, and not in colours, ofthe Cape of Good Hope stamp in question, and that such illus-trations were intended to appear thereon. togethei. with illus-trations of other stamps, and that such catalogues were -intendedfor sale only to stamp collectors and others, and as part *of anewspaper published for the instruction and amusement ofreaders of and persons buying such paper. Lt was contended onbehaif of the appellant that the possession of the said die orinstrument without lîcense or authority from the Crown was acontravention of the staitute, and that the purpose for which there8pondent had the die in bis possession did not corîstitute a law-


