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derturn, and said that the information was laid under the
'Consolidated Orders respecting Censorship"? passed on the 17th
lauary, 1917, and the 22ud May, 1918. The Orders of the latter
Iate only were in force: sec the volume of Dominion statutes for
>919, p. lxvi. Order IL., sec. 2, provides "that no person shall,
mlem with lawf ut excuse or authority, the proof of which shah
w o him . receive or have in his possession or on

>remises in bis occupation or under his control . . . any
Lewpaprtract, periodical, book circular, or other printed

bublication . .containing objectîonable matter."' "Objection-
,ble inatter" is miuutely defined in 15 paragraphs of Order I.
ýy sec. 5 of Order IL., the Secretary of State, "may by warrant
mder bis hand prohibit the possession within Canada of any
Lswspaper," etc., as above; and sub-sec. 2 of sec. 5 provides:
TFrom aud after publication by the Secretary of State...
a the Canada Gazette of a notice of the issue of sucli warrant and
1 its terms conformably to sncb notice, every nuinher, issue,
,r copy of such newspaper, tract, periodical, book, cireular, or
4lier printed inatter so prohibited shall for ail purposes and by ail
ourts and authorities be conclusively deemed to contain objection-
bl. mnatter." On any prosecution under these Orders, the

alwi.ng rule applies (sec. 7): "In any prosecution or proceeding
,rought, had, or taken under this Order by or on behaif or by the
,irectioei or under the authority of the Attorney-G'eneral of Canada,
Il matters alleged in the information, charge, or indictmneut shal
e without proof rebuttably be presumed to be true'

IUnder Order III, any offence againat these Orders is deemced
a have been comrnitted either at the place where it was actually
owmitted or at any place where the offender inay be.

What was said in the Zura case, ante 224, appiea equafly in
hia case. The possession of certain publications may bc prohibitod
y th~e Secretary of State. The Canada Gazette proves this
r>hJbition regarding those produced. The information is good
md sufllciently describes the offence; sud the conviction, either
8 ânended or in its original forin, is not improper.

The kearned Judge was satisfied la this case, as he was lin the.
ur case, that the defendant pleaded "guilty" with full knowledge
f what he was charged with; sud the iuagistrate's oertificate

iudb. arcepted in both cases as conclusive. Referenee on
ùgs point to Rex v. Dagenais (1911), 23 O...667, 18 Can.
,ým Cas. 287; Rex v. Barlow (1918), 1 W.W.R. 499.

Motion dismissed wvith ceaie.


