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by wlioi the erisoxler was convicted under Crira. Code ». 217,
i for having a girl on his premises for immoral purposes.

H61d, the ease was one flot of permitting, but of com-
mitting the defilement of a girl on the premises. Sec. 217 re-

o. lates only to parties who induce or knowîngly suifer girls under
18 to reottor bc upon, their premiies for the purpose of
M beug nlafuly ad crnaly now byany mani, whether
saeh cax-nal knt.vlAedge in intexided to, be mith, any particular
nlan or generally. This is inapplicable to the facto of this
case; a civil action might lie, but there is criminal liability

r. under the code. Prisoner discharged.
he 0. F, Hende3rson, for the prisoner. Cartwright, K.C., and

er Bayfley, K.C., for the Crown.
dy
d

0- ull cour't.] Dec. 30, 1910.
ot R-Ex V. FEJD.

tif" Cririn;al law-Cont'iction by justices iot havinq jiurisdiction
asI -1w prisoniment under-Habeas t..orpiis-Ordeir quaslLingas vwarrant of commitrnent anid directing brin ging of prisoner

ly befor .e justices for preliminary heat4;eg-frim. Code, sec.
ot 1120.

lit Appeal by the defendant fronm an order Of CLUTE, J.
it The defendant was apprehiended on a charge of issuing a

er false chleque and brought before two justices of the peace at
r. Cochrane. H1e pleaded guilty and they imposed a sentence of
.9. illprisonmlent in the Central Prison at Toronto. The oifenuii was

ec an indictable one, and not one of those which two justices are,
r- under Part XVI. of the Criminal Code, autlîorized to, try. They

should have held only a preliminary inquiry, and sent the ac-
t euned to the gaoi of the district to await trial uiltil bailed. Being
e taken to the Central Prison, lie applied for and obtained a writ

of habeas corpus and certiorari in aid, and, on the papers being
returned thereunder, xnoved for his discharge. CLIUTE, J., made
an order quaslîing the warrant of coniritment te the Central

U. Prison, but, instead of discharging the defendant from custody,
ordered that he be removed, back to Cochrane and grought be-

o fore the .wo, justices for a prelirninary hearîng upon the charge.
CLuTE, J., considered that the case came within sec. 1120 of the
Criminal Code, 1906 (formerly sec. 752 of the Crimninal Code,
1892). now amended by 7 and 8 Edw. VIL. eh. 18, sec. 14, and,
as sînended, providing that, whenevr any prisoner in custody


