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ta show that the defendant hiat sold intoxicating liquor on those days. The
tnagistrate adjudged the defendant guilty, and miade a minute thereof andi of
the punishment imposed. A few days afterwards he returned a conviction of
the defendant for having solti liquor without a license on the two days named 1
anti a month later returned a second conviction as for an ofTence conimitted on
the 3ist only.

HeNd that the information chargec' '-wo offences, andi i and the proceedings

thereon were in direct contravention of s. 26 of the Surnmr.ry Convictions Act,
R.S.C., c. 178 ; andi that the misjoinder of the two offences was not a defect in g
substance within the meaning Of S. 28.

Roýg-er.s v. Richards, [i892-] i Q,13. 55, not followed,
Hezi/tlon v. W-alkïpr, [:892] 2 Q.B. 2,;. referred ino
Held, also, that the objection to the information andi subsequent proceed.

ings wvas open to the defendant upon motion to quasti the convictions, althoughi
t %vas not taken before the inagistrate. ,

Heid, lastly, that, under the circurristances, neither s. r05 of R.S.O., c. 194,

ta the convictions.

Andi the convictions were quasheti, with costs to be paid by the prosecutor.
Treiltee<îr for the defentiant.
LaPà gYon, Q.C., for the magistrate and prosecutor.

Div'l Court.] Feb. 6,
IN REVASHINGTON.

Afedcal~ac/ii»ne-C~/e~co/Pàysiciùuts nStrcsofO/zi-Eaçr
of naencfrooz rge~ser- Ri. S. 0., c. 14 8 -- I)isg9rilceful conduct i ezrqrfessionaf

P-espec/-Advc)rtising--Iý'Wise ,cebresentatù,;zs to palie>d-Pubtish/zig' sylllIL
toms of discasc- Comiilee of council--E7iddence-Rie0ort.

Upon an appeal by a registeret imedical practitioner, under R.S.O., c. r48, t
s. 37, as amendeti by 54 Vict., c. 26, s. 5, front an order of the council of the A
College of 1>hysicians and Surgeons of Ontario directing that the naine of the
appellant shoulti be eraseti froni the register, it appeareti that the appellant hati
advertiseti extensively in newspapers anti hantibilis, setting forth anti lauding
in extravagant language his qualifications for treating catarrh, showing that
that disease led to consumption, stating the symptoms of it, andti gving testi-
inonials fromn persans said ta have been cureti 4y him.

Held, that mere advertising was not in itself disgraceful conduct in a pro.
fessional respect ; but that the adv'ertisernents publisheti by the appellant were
studieti efforts ta impose tipon the credulity of the public for gain, anti were dis-
b-racefui in a professional respect within the nieaning Of S. 34 of the Act.

It appeareti also that the appellant hati representeti to two persons, who
were, in fact, in the last stp ges of consuimption, that they were suffering from
catarrhal bronchitîs, and that h. hatl power ta cure thein, andtihati taken money
(ronm themn upon the strength of such representations.
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