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If this contention be entitled to pre-1 2c rQeeding in the CriminEal Court is ultra vires.
411im bt the. law is neot as contended for by the defen-

li n sçd to state a case for the Court of Appeal
Counsel for the Crown, recognising its lim-

8Le e""edýsthe propriety of sueli a case being stated-
a.cse illbc stated without delay. If the decision ofof PPahob advrerse to~ the Crown, no proceedings

ýth, . t l pon the indictment-uid ail parties reeog--1 ý8Ur ofprooieedings beig taken, at great expendi-
11Iny, which may be wholly nugatory.4is col ot have been taken had it not been that1rýitiOj1a1 beii tained upcrn one count-that convicition,

elabe l points of law te hoe raised and finelly,
the the urt of Appeal.

e alii eý reserve sentence and other proeeedings
r t had. It would not bc advisabie in the

0 rthedefendlanfiq forthwith to obey~ the
e Yars ago by the city engineer, approved

c i~tin te number of passengers to be. carried
ther T e Onari Railway and M1uùîcipal Board, lipon

e91.8atur hav, by the Act of 1910, 10 F4w. VII.
1rnPSedtheduty oif deterxuiniug whether a street

trun cars enough, have refused toe,,antýs oPperate more cars, holding that the tinly
ý1 o: he verrowin is tibtaining more streets. Wihile

at il alifie (uonthe evidene at this trial) thatlu"""otble perted b>y a. modification of the routecs
Il'tlo'vod te fnnls at jKinig and Yoxïge and atûiie ~. st'es twould ie undeoous, to say the

e~~~~ to'ette atement of the nuisance found. to
1ýýdef "e arsonthIe rouites xaow i existence.

fýit ait bYther cou2n4el undertake te experiment (in
vlew oficrasng the accommodation by

'tllle8,et.,and that is ail 1 think, that ca
'nt trneif aother undértaking, izso given,.

'drtOnaniely, that the defendanta will
Illiè 8Ped an expedition, with the opening

t 0 t relive th congestion. The resuits of thisýa "r'us]Y, nd àm proe in evideugce, are~ scandai-
tO "orono an to those responsible, whoever

nlhYhav infrintioe-and1. if not ifra
ý)bftni9 nfrmtio-shwitg some meto


