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S helt to be unten%ble, a3 the finding that the medicine mîght
be injuriaus to infants prevented that doctrine applying. Sec.
ôndly, that the medicine, being a proprietary miedicinie, %vas a

patent medicine within the meaning of the exception in the Act;
but, as to this, the Court of Appeal held that a " patent tmcdi-
cine " means a medicine protected by letters patent, a nd does flot
include mere proprietary medicines ; buit on this branch of the
case it is necessary ta note that the Ontario Act, as amended by
.56 Vict., %-. 28, and 57 Vict., c. 45, up ta ISt JulV, 1805, expressly
excepts the making and vending of bath patent and proprietary
niedicines from its aperation. The judgment of the Di)visioanal
Couirt (Charles anti Bruce, JJ.) in favour of the plaintiff was
affi rmed.
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Keimedy v. Thomnas, (1894) 2 çQ.B- 759 ', 9 . Sept. 218, M-as
an action 0on a bill of exchange which had becn duily protested for
nan.payment. The action %v'as coînmenced on the last day, of
grace after .pratest, and it Nvas held bythe Ca urt of Appeal
(l-indley, Lapes, and Davey, L-j.JJ. reversing the judgînent of

Cave, J., that the action w~as premnature, and that the cau,3e of
action was not complete until after the expiration of the last day
of grace, foll11o\ving 1l'ells v. Giles, 2 Gale 209), which, strango ta
sav, does iiot appear to be cited in Byles on Bils.
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In The Qucen v. Silveilock, (1804) 2 Q-13- 766, the suIff'icielccv of
ani indictnient for obtaining a cheque by false pretences was in
quiestion. The indictrnent alleged that the defendant, by cauis-
ing ta be ;,ublished iii a n2cwspaper a frauduleut ad\-ertise.,ient
{setting it out), did fialsely pretend ta the subjects of Her Majesty
that (setting out the false pretence), by means of which last-

iiientioned false pretence he obtained froni H. a (.heq ue , and it

%vas led by the Court for Crown Cases (Lord Russell, C.J., aînd
MNathew, Day,Willianis, and Kennedy, JJ.) thlat it wvas stifficie:nt,
notwithstanding it did nlot allege that the false pretence \vas

inade to any particular person. One other pon ntecasa wvas


