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Criina La-('irnnatI'rccdri~-Tra!for Arson-Questions Re-
Kercd-illuaifiuti>Iof Juror'*s Itttecet .lght to Challengo

for C'ax-A pfc Tio oo LeAm)liguou8 Iiemark ?y Judge
-Counsel ilistd ''rcy(rmnlCode, sections 1014, 1022.

Certain questions reserved for the opinion of the Court by the
County Court Judge of Ilalton- County after a trial for arson at
whichi defendant w.as convicted. Before, tlhe jury was called defend-
ant's eounsi'I intirnated that he would object that: any members of a
certain mutual tire insurance coiùnpauy *ere dist4ualified as jurynien,
on the gr¶îund of interest., The trial Judge -replied, We will se
when the question arises." The jury were then called and certain of
the panel chlegdperemptorily by defendant's counsel but noue
chai lenged fo)r anue.»îd ti ey were theu iuîpaiaied ad D» wn e-
fendauf's counsel thlen requested the trial Judge to ascertain if any
of t1e jury wure inembers of the company above referred to, but the
Ieariwd .Tudge riulcd, that the application was mnade too late. The
questions subnitted werc, firstly as~ to whepther defendant's counsel's
request was iuadc, ut the prol)er tinie, and secondly, if the proceedings
Inior ta the inp» n ding or the jury ainouunted to a refîsal I f the
riht to challenge for caue.

CUT' OF APPEAL (MEREDITH, J.A. dissenting), answered both
questions in the negative,.

MEREDITI!, .A.., held that the trial Judge*s rexnark " We shall see
wheu the question arises" mnisled dpfendant's counsel into thinking
that bis right of challenge would be safeguarded sud brought up by
the Judge nt the proper rme, sud that therefore the second question
ehould be answered ini the affirmative.

The accused wau tried for arson at the Halton sessions
before flie (ounty Judge and a jury, and founit guilty.

'l'lie Jiidge reevdtwo questions for this Court. The
facts are set forth in the stated case by His floNouit, as
fol Iows:

"îAt thec operiing of the trial, and after the defendant
had pleadedt, not guilty," tlie following conversation took
place between counsel for the defendant anti myseif:

"Mr. (1ameron: Before they eall the jury, 1 would like
to ask eacli of flic meu who am, called wh ether they are in-
terested in the Halton Muttual Fire Insurauce Company. If
any of them are îniterested ini that conîpany, I submit they
would not he eligible to sit on1 titis jury,

Ris ilonour: We will see when the question arises.
Mr. Carneron: 0f course, 1 cannot tell without askimg

t'hem."
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