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FiRsT DIVISIONAL COURT. APRIL 26TU, lq2O.

*REX v. COPPEN.

Cre'ii3al Lou-Murd er--Tral-O rder of Addresses of <'ou usel-
Crîiil Code, sec. 944-Right of Counsel for Crnvn Io -A1ddress
Jury la,81Waiver-Reply-Prejudice of Prisa uier-C'olt ment-
ing on Failure of Accused Io Testif y-Cantada Ev)(ide(, e d,
sec. 4 (5)-Remarks of Cou nsel for Crown Judge's hre
V-erdlict of Matisaughter not Possible on Evîdeizee-M-.,
dfirectionz vr Nondirect ion.

Case staited by LATCHFORD, J., after the trial and conviction
of the prisone(r on a charge of murder: -

(1) Was I right in my interpretation of sub-see. 3 of sec. 944
of the Criminal Code, and was the accused prejudiced in his
defenoe byý hîs counsel being refuscd the prix ilege of addresising
the jury 1ast, subject to the right of eounsel for the Attorney-
cerai to reply?

(2) Were the provisions of sub-sec. 5 of sec. 4 of thie Canada
Evidence -Act violated by the Crown prosecutor statig to the
jury that ail the evidence was given by the ('rown, and thlat, certain
fanls had appeared* from the ev-idence, and that no explanation
of thoee faets, had been offered, and no explanation wa ssl?

(3) Did I fail to sufficiently instruct the jury upon the, dis1-
tinction bwenmurder and manslaughter?

(4) Should I have directed the jury that on the, charge laid
they could find one of three verdicts, namely, "murder," "mn-
.kaughter," or "flot guîlty?"

(;3) Was there muisirection or nondirection of the jury hy thle
tme by me of the following words?

Thiis cite and ail othorsý so inre , Iw reporied iq thé (Jnýario
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