
REX v. HOGUE.

TJpo*n that berng dlonc, at the plaintiff's cost, the appeal should
be dlisîniss.ed with costs.

RiDDELL, J., in a written judginunt, in which RosE, J., con-
curred, reached the saine conclusions as the Chief Justice, but où
soxnewhat different reasoning. H1e did not think it nesay
inIi te circuinstanees, that new,ý parties should lie aidded, andi
said that the appeal should lie dimise th costs.

LENNOX, J., agrecd that the appeal should lie disinis>ued.

Appeal dîsmivoed withi cosis.
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*IIEX v. HOGUE.

Criminw1 Law-Murder-Convi'cî ov p~îa o by Prîson£r for
Leave 1b Appeal-Judge's Chmr- '(cEnice Allcged to have
been Improperly AdmlittedEuienc A dmiîtd (if RewtOf
Prisomer-New Tra icein(rnnlCode, sec. 1019
-Sub8tantial Wrong or M1i.carrim e.

Motion on behalf of the prîsoner, under sec, 1015 of thie
Crixnînal Code, for icave to appeal froni fli coniviction of thie
prisoner for murder, upon trial before o IELN> J., anid a
jury, at Sandwich, and for a direction to thie trialt Judge Io state
a case for the opinion of fthe Court, wvhich lie Lauid to dIo.
The prisoner complained of error hi ftie charge of the trial Judge
and of the improper admission of evidenee.

The motion was heard by MEREDIrU, C.J.O., MACLÂREN,
MÂGEEF, and HoDCINS, JJ.A., and ROsE, J.

A. C. 1McMa4qser, for the prisoner.
J. R. CairlTwight, K.C., for the Crown.

At the coniclusion of the argument, the judgmient of the
Co)urt was delivered by MErEitHirli, C.J.O., whlo said that it was
not proper, even ini a capital case, beicauseý it might lIe po)ssible
t> pick out isolated sentences in thev charge of a trial Jud1(ge, wlicvh
might seeni, when divorced fromIn thir contlext, 1to be iacrt
or incomplete, to hold that there hiad been error, if, read(iing ilhe


