
REX v. O'CONNOR.

table a different offence to be charged on a different
date more than thirty days before said amendment

Here the amendment made on the 8th January,
long after thirty days fromn the time when the

rence was said to have been eommittcd, viz., on the
inber, 1911. It goes further, and states that the

offence was committed on a later date more than
before the said amendment was made. There is no

the offence substituted by the amendment is a differ-
from that orîginally charged in the information.

,hese circumnstances, had the Magistrates power, after
days, to make the amendmnent in question?
nee to 'Rex v. Ayer, 17 O.L.R. 509; Rex v. Guertin,
R. 33.1
wo judgmienti are not in 'accord. In Rex v. Ayer,
f thec amendment allowed was, as stated in the judg-
ýredith, C.J., at p. 512, "merely to add words neces-
icribe the offence intended, to be charged in the in-

whielh were insufïliently because incompletely de-
them." See als The Queen v. Hlawthorne, 2 Can.
468.
flic twoô sections of the Act must be read together,

ading them, have corne to the conclusion that the
s madle to the information in the present case on the
y, 1912, substîtuting a dîfferent charge on a different
than thirty days after the alleged commission of 'such
aid substituted, offence, were not properly made. I
were miade too late. The original charge was appar-
loned, and the substituted charge laid too late under

tion will, therefore, be allowed with costs. The usual
go for the protection of the Magistrates.
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elipersion of Auitomoile--Joint Tort -f easors-Dam-

ailes-Lien for Repairs.

Iythei defendante front the judgment of BRrrToi, J.,


