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INTERPRETATION-* PFRS0N "-BODY CORPORATE-SALE 0F FOOD ANI) DRtUGs
ACT, 1875 (38 & 39 VICi-.. C. 63-.INTERPRETATION ACT 1849 (z-2 & 53
VUCT., c. 63) S. 2, SLB-S. i -R.S.O. c. i S. 18 (13)-R.S. C. c. i, S. -, (22),

Pearks v. Sou/hemn Gounties Dairies C'O. (1902):? K.B. i, was a
prosecution of a limnited Company for selling goods contrary to
the Sale of Food and Drugs Act (38 & 39 Vict., c. 63), and one of
the questions raised was whether a corporation %vas a " person "
\vithin the meaning of the Act. Under the English Interpretation
A\ct, <52 & 53 Vict., c. 63);, S. 2, sub-s. i, the word person in an Act
of Parliament is defined to include a body, corporate "unless the
contrary intention appears." The Divisional Court (Lord Alver-
stonc, C.J., and Darling and Channeil, JJ.) held that there %vas
nothing to the contrary- in the Sale of Foodi and I)rugs Act and
that the company %vas liable to indictmnent for breachies of the Act
commiitted by their servants. Section 6 of the Act prohibits sales

to the prejudice of the purchaser of any article of food or drug
which is not of the nature, substance and quality of the article
dlcmandcd by such purchaser ' under a penalty ;and it wças field
that a sale might be within the Act though the purchaser from
his pecial knowledge knew that the goods iii question %vere not
up to the standard demanided. The question being wvhat ivouid
bc the position, îiot of a skilled purchaser like an inspector, but of
ail ordinary person purchasing the article %vithout any special

ADULTERATION-S,. oF FOOD AND DRUGS ACT 8S75 (38 & 39 ~ITc. 63
s. 6-SA~LE 0F A*RICLE NOT OF NATIRE, SUL'STANC1ý ANI) Q17ALITY OF ARTICL.E

DF.MANDED-MILK, AS TAREN FR031 COVV, I>EFILIENT IN FAT.

Siiiities v. fiizjge (1901) 2 K.13 13, wvas also a prosecution for
sale of mil], iii breach of the Sale of Fooud and Drugs Act 1875,
S' (_) The facts wcre tlîat the nîilk in question ivas sold as taken
frorn the cow, but owving to the length of timie wvhich hiad elapsed
since the cow liad been hast milked the mrilk was deAicient iii fat
to ail extent Of 30 per cent., the dcflciency, having been absorbcd
bx' thc :ow into lier own systemn. It Nî'as field by the Divisional
Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., and Darling and Chancil, J).) that
although no, actual adulteration had taken place, the sale was never-


