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CRIMINAt. LA% -.SUMMARY C0NVICTI1o14NRMATIOe4 Diâ(CLUIIIZ' 1'WO FU RDR~iTi t.f
rlTANCF--tRJ;PCTION NOT TO Bir .LoE-SMd1~ IUtitziCrTioN AcT, 1848 (tz & 12 VICT.,
c. 43), R.1, 10 <RSCC. 178, $8, 26, 2i5).

Rodgers v. Richards (1892-), 1 Q.B. 555, was a case stated by a magistrate for
the opinion of the court. On the hearing of the charge before the magistrate,.,
il was objected that the information disclosed two effencées,-cotitrary- to ftlc pro-
visions of the Suniarv Jurisdiction Act, 1848, s. 1o (R-8-C-, c- 178, S- -- 6), atid
the inagistrate alwdthe objection, and the question wvas whtther hie wvas
right 'n sa doinig. Hawkins and Wills, fl., lield that'he 'vas nat, on the groulud
that the' obýjectiolI was a îiefect in suibstanice which, tmnder q. i ofithe Act (R.S.C.,

i 74, s. 28), the mnagistrate liad no power to 2 llow. but that he might pcoperly
xefuist to aflow the prosecutor to proceeti on bathi charges, and, if niecessary,$
i iih t adjourii tht' ie-aring if the defendant had Iteen m isledI.

(~S 44 IÏ 43 ii. c .> ~ , ~ t( ... ,3,~ 4, zs-s. 3.

Tht' oyal('.;U'~e S I I'coflS V. Rohiinsoll (1892.), 1 Q-11 357, Was a

pri seckut ion ilist it n td aga înst a pelsoln for hou I iiig hiii îîeIf ou t as a v'etcriinary
sL1rgC in, lot beinig dntlv'Enlft'.cnrr to the Iîmt.'-isoî1s of the \'eteriinarv
Surcgeons, Act. îSr .17, 1,5 \. hich' is Sîîiikr ini its tel-nils to RZ.S.O., c. q

s. 4, s-s. 3. Tht' d1efendlant %\vas a shoeinig siiiith, and xvas tînt î)(ossesse-d of the

qialilieationi tf a sncg,,toti as speciticd ini tht Act lut lie liaci for the
iast twenit\v-hvt' y'ars (lescrii)ed bis place of Iusinuss as a v'~eturiiiary forgt.'ý
and it wvas hiel by' Hawkins andi Wills, JJ-. that thlese words cns ttda du-
suri ption statin.- that lit' was q a i'lto lwact ise a i ran ch nf v'eterinarv snr-gerx'
williîn tht'ý mewaning of thit' stat, and that Ilie \va: liali to the licnaýlt\'tcrb
ituiposeti.

Nonue of the Cases ini tit: Probate Division eaul fUr any niotice huere.

('~îu'~i-Duu..o~.-ANNC I)\.At1~. \ QUIFICAT C> IONF. llko%101N Iv'IOMO5 l

DM>SNtYIIECTOR .AGAtNST LutSS UN MIARES-SEURItt P'ROFIT.

lui re North A1 îstraliaiz 7'erritory Coy. (1 89-2), 1 Cli. 322, is a t1t'isioil ai the
(.'uturt tof Appeai Lin i o -iw''n, andi Fry, I.JJ.l. rev'ersing Kekewich,j

wlîichl scellis to carry the la%\, agaivst dîtectois rnazkiing secret profit further thani
aliv itrevionis dt'cisitun. The case wvas short1l' this :A Mcr. Archer 'Vas apphied to
li t bu prornoter <)t a ctnnpany ta becoîne a dlirtector, ani the prornoter tuadu a
set'rut agreem'ient Nvîti hitn ta take the shares it. was niecessary for hitu ta pur.
cliase in ordeî' tui qnaiify blînself as a directoî' at the saine price whichi Archer
should pay for thein. Archer bounglt fifty shart'b with his own :noncy, and bt

camlIe ai dîrector. Trhe coînpatv snhiseqîîiently, becatue insolvei t and the shv.res
worthless. Archer' retired, and the prolli1ter took avec bis.shares at the price ho

-iiatd paiti for tiievi. The liquidators of the caînpalv iîow clainied ta recover
fnonii Archer the ainiout he hiad thus received for bis shares, as being a secet
profit made by hîmn ta w~hidî the conipanyv was etitlted. Kekewich, J., hetd -
that the liquidators were not entitled ta recover, but the Court of Appeal c'on-
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