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and therefore the judgment of the County Court in favour of
the plaintiff was affirmed.

EXTRADITioN-DiscHA.,RGE -ROM CUSTODY-" COMMITTED TO PRI-
S0N"ý-ARR£ST UNDFIR wàiRRANT-L.APSE OF TWO MONTIIS
AFTER ARREST-EXTRADIT!ON TREATY WITII FRANCE, 1876,
ART. 10.

The' King v. Governor of Brixton Prison (1912> 3 K.B. 19().
This was an appication by a prisoner arrested under the Ex-
tradition Treaty with France, for discharge f rom custody on
the ground that under article 10 of the Treaty, he was entitled
to be dischargcd if flot surrendered and conveyed away within
two nionths after "'eommittal to prison." Two months had
elapsed since the applieant had been taken into custody under
warrant of a magistrate, and the proccedings for his extradition
were still pending. The Divisional Court. (Darling, and Chan-
neli, Ji.), held that "cominittal to prison" in the 'Preaty meant
the committal of the accused by the magistrate on the conclu-
sion of the proeeedings before hiin to await the warrant of the
Secret-ary of State for his extradition, and did not mean his
committal in the first instance pending the inquiry as to whether
or flot he should be extradited. The motion was therefore re-
fused.
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