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remaifis in force under Cr. Code, a. 11, subject to thé. change
made by the Criminal Code as to the. nature of the pnniahment.

[See Cr. Code, a. 460.]
2. À jùdge of the Supreme Court of Canada ha. ,conctirrent

jurisdiction with provincial courts to grant a writ of habeas
corpus uuder the Suprême Court Act, R.S.O. (1906), o. 139, à.
62, in respect of a commitmnft in a criminal case where the com-
mitment il inl respect of nome act which i. made a crimin'al of-
fence solely by virtue of a st.atute of the Dominion Parliament,
and flot wheré it ws already a crime at common law or under
the statute law in force in the province on its admission into the
Canadian Conféderation and which had flot been repealed
by the Federal Parliament.

Re Sproule, 12 Can. S.C.R. 140, applied.
J. Travera Leviis, K&C., for applicant. E. F. B. johnston,

K.C., for Attorney.General for British Columbia.
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COOPER V. LONDON STREET R. Co.

(9 D.L.R. 368.)

Strert railwayts-D ut y of railway company-Usiial sfopping
place-Negi4ge'ntly ritininig past stationary car--Trial-
Àubmission of questio-ns to a jur-i-Lack ùf care in run.ning
car-Car stationary discMarging passeugers-7'aking case
f rom jury-Negligence-Persoal injuriles.

1, A passenger wh,. had just alighted from a street car which
was being met on a parallel track by another, at a point where
cars usually stopped to dischargé and recive passengers, and
where, to the knowledge of thé railway company, it wa8 the
custom or habit of -persona alighting from cars to cross a
parallel track in order to reach mnother street, i. flot necesaarily
guilty o! contributory négligence, where thé fact that anoth qr

passenger warnéd thé plaintif', a woman, to look ont for thé car,
might well have flurried and perturbed her, as witnesses said,
and led her te lower her head in thé face of a atrong wirnd, as
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