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James Barnes Cordie, ticket collector at Tun.bYidge Wells station, deposed that on the 16thhe vas on duty on tho arrivai of the train fnon2London, and sav dofendant in a third-claas car-riage. Hie asked him to pay the difference fronithird to second clasa, 13. 10d., and told him itwas only a third class train froin London, De-fendant refused, and vas alloved te go on becauaethe train ahould flot be detained. He satw de-fendant in a similar train on the 4th APril, sndgave hum notice that it vas flot a third classtrain froin Tunbridge Wells.Cross-xained- cautioned him on the 4thApril, as Weil as Mr. Hughes, the station master.Be then refused to pay, and referred to a casewhich hie said had been previously decjded. Idid flot show hum the time-table.Re-examined.-.The time-tables vere PubîicîyPOsted On the plattorin.
Alfred Penfold, assistant ticket rCollector at thewhn.rg Wlls station, vas about to ho called,
Phillricl. said hoe vould Gave the timecthCourt by admitting that ho travle yeo hand had a third class ticket. avle ythe trainMn. Hughes, station-master at Tunbridge w 0î 5prodnced a tîme-table, and stated that the train'in question vas only a first an d second cisass trainfrom Tunbridge Wells.
Philbrick, for the defence .submitted that his,client vas perfectly justified in travelling by thetrain in question, ntwithstanding the cautionvhich he received. IHe apprehiended that hy thecontract, Mr. Harvood vas e ntitîed to returji bythe class for which his ticket vas issced at anytime he thought proper. If his Ho0nour decideagainst hlm the public yould neyer ho safeditravelling unleas they made th emacîves acquf ated vîh il te tme-tables that were issuod, andthat if they did that they vould flot vant 'any-thing else to do.
His HONOUR rcled that the time-tablea werepart cf the contract, and that defendant vasbound by thein.
Philbrick said his contract vas to take a thirdclass ticket and ride by a thir Ils araeand ho submitted.that defendan casa crnge,ride by the train in question.athda ihttHis HONOUR said certainly not, if the time..tablestated that it vas not third clase frein that par-ticular station, A complaint vas made to hlmand excese fare asdemanded, and hie had pre-viou11Yaly le va esaewyndbufo-varned that h: ins thosne anb oe

vas icfo vnong.nif
cloe o the huigo vas about te retire, at theclos ofthebusness,Defendant came forvard, and addressing HisIlonour, laid he should ho m uch cbliged if hoevonld grant hlm a case for a SueorCrtBis HONesya aaid hoe could orjdor Cut.w hdlaimi vas only le. 1Od. tditheteDefendant thon vent on to say 'lis Hontour hadprevioualy decided cntrary te his decision t batday, and that it vas the previe us decs~ * hicinduced him to defefld the cas.Tedcsovas given in this lecality, and waT decgisthe cee given that day. va ed giaBis HONOTJL....No such thin g, sir; an jeuare an impertinentfi t stand cp th& anuay so. eter andc t

* Defendant..... have a lett'ýr fr,)rn a party atRye vhere you tried the cte5'e -before. If youviii flot eat your own vordi you rnuit abicle by*it. [Defendant here produced a letter, vhichhie saici was from Mr. Vidler. of Rye.]His HONzouR -Do you étuppose that I arn to*be bound by that?9
Defendant.E cuse me for being plain, I con-aider 1 have a right to be so. You said, "lIf youhave a third-class ticket and sec a third-classcarniage, get into it." Those are your ovevords.
His Ho0NOUR.-.Wb

0 says that I said that ? Itis flot true.
Defendant.-I. can prove it is true.
His HONouR.-It is very impertinent of you tostand thore and say tse. If you do flot ait downI will commit you for insult, and send you toLoves ; that is the way I shall treat you. I sayit is flot truc. Every case nubt stand upon itsown monita I do flot know what à1n. Vidlon'acase vas, but in your case I arn perfoctly satis-fied.-Law Titnes.
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SUPERIOR COURT 0F PENNSYLVANIA.

JOHN CAMPf3ELL ET AL. v. Tisc COMMONWEALTH.
A (listurbancee or interruption of a meeting of school direr-tors assenibled in diseharge of their public dues isindictahie at comnion law, although flot puuished byany act of Asseitibly.

Certiorari to Court of Quarter Sessions ofWestmcreland County.
Laird 4- Hunter for complainants.
A. A Steuart contra
The opinion of the Court was delivered atPittsburgh, Nov. 16, 1868, by
READ, J.-The second count of the indictmoentcharges that the detendant did vilfully andmaliciously disturb anuc interrupt a certain meet-ing of the School Directors of St. Clair towrnship,in said county-they, the said school directors...being then and there lavfully assemhbled forthe purpose of discharging their dutvy as schooldirectors for the said towuship of St. Clair, andthe question is vhethen the offence se chargedia a miaderneanon at common lav."lThe only remitining breach of public orderand tranquility, " says Mn. Bish')p in bis Coin-mentarios on the Criminal Law, Vol. 1, p. 982,6to be here pointed out, is the disturbance ofpublic meetings. When people rightfulîy as-semble for vonship, or assemble in their tovnmeetings and the like, and probably in ail] cases,where they came togethor in an orderly vay fora lawful objeet ; those who unlawfully intorruptthein are indictablo at the cominon law. It ha@been said that in England the atatutes whichvore thore pase] were eecessary to protect dis-senters, on account of an assembly by them n otbeing lawful, while it is equally aduitted thstin thie country, where ail forms cf vonship arefavored, they are flot requined"

In Re.spublica v. Tei8cher, 1 Daîl. 888, ChiefJustice M1cKeen @ays: "But it seems to be agreedthat whatever amounts to a public wrong maye made the subjectr of an indictment."'


