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Mr. Cartwright relice upon Regina v. MeGregor, 21G 0. R.
115, for the Court reading the evidence in connection with
the information and as referring to the time and place men-
tioncd in it. But the case does not support that contention.
The question in Regina v. MeGregor was as to the juria-
diction of the magistrate. It was contended that there was
nothing upon the face of the proceedings to shew thiat the
offence of which the defendaut was convicted was emimitted
within the district of Nipiasing. It appearcd by the paperi
returned that this minute preceded the depositions returnA :
IlSep. 6. Magistratc's Court at North Bay) 3 thîs p. in.
Mrs. McGregor appeared rharged with unlawfully sclIhng
liquor mit hier house in the township of Dunnett on the 11;tli
August, 189,4. The charge having been read over to he--
ahe pleaded not guilty.»' The Court in delivering judýgh.cnt
said: " It niay well hoe that the charge read over to thoe de-
fendant was the charge as stated in the warrant audet
whirli shie had been apprehended and, if that lie se, ià was
te that charge that the evidence was directcd, and the
description of the place where the offence wus comiited
is shewn to hie in the township of Junnett, which we know
ijudicialUy te hoe within the district of Nipissing; and iiif-
ficient, therefore, appeaus to enable us to say that, upon a
peruisal cf the depositions, we are satisfied that an cffene
of the nature described in the conviction was comniitted
over mwhichi the justice had jurisdietion, and that wîtitit
in any waY questioning the correctness of the dciîugi în
Iteginia v. Young, alread1y referred to."

The case doea not disclose what the evidenceý was o~r
whiat the depositions returned shewed; but 1 approhend tat
upon looking at the papers, it will ho found that the *Y were
not asý bald as the depositions here, and that the mily*% vice,
if vire thvre was ln them, was that the evidence dlid flot ini
terins point to the place where flic act chnrged was dune
as living ini thie town-ship cf Puinnett, and thefre ltin
the jimsdiction of the magistrate.

We do net think flint thiq case applies, an(] ''whlile, it le
very probable thant in this case ever 'vbody understorKd whlat
the evidceo was directed to, and thant the objnetion i8 moït
tee(huic-al in ifta character, ln the Fense that it is a means

cfesapngfromn the penalty for an offence whliich was, actually
ceTinmittepd. and but for the carelessness cf the miagistrat.
thic conviction would probably have been sufficient te en-


