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for ibis Court te roview the j udgmeut, aud deter-
mne whether it was tvarrauted hy the evidence,
iand secondly, that if it were competent for this
Court to mnquire loto the matter, then that on
this special verdict, it appears that, in fact,
tisere was evitience on which the Court of Quarter
Sessions were justified in acting. On the tirst
point. the argument of Mr. Mellieli has quife
ssatisfied my mind that the defendants contention
ia siglit. It Seces to me te ho impossible te
question titat tise Court of Quar-ter Sessions had
couipetont jurisdiction, tihe Act f et Iili. 3, ex-
pressly gives it te tltem, but )ne ara entitled te
Io k te sec if the cemplaint Made against the
relator arnounts te a rnisdernoanour lu bis office,
atîl 1 arn very clearly of opinion that it doea.
1 agrec ih Mr. Justice iVilles that Ilif the
justices wero tu makc au) order, which they
thouglit riglit, and which tii" clerk of the peace,
aftr 'etnonstrauce hadl failed te sntisfy thora it
wos wrong, stili rofused to act est, that wouid
clearly ameunt te a rnisdemesnionr." 1 agree
aise nit te ceunnel for the rels.tor that, if Mr.
W il les boue, fid theuglît Chat tihe Court of*
Qkii'ter Sessions noie doing something illegal
and unjustifiable, aud if hoe enlortaiued a blcief
Chat niien thoir attention was called ta it, tlic
Court would rectify tce errer, if svould be bis
duity te point out te theo Court tho mîistake inte
whicli ho supposed tliem ta bave failen, aud a
more dolay ur streng rernonatrauce wonld net
atîtounit te a misdemeanour. But if frurn the
outsot lie determines that sîheîher the Court
agroe wlth him or net ho wiul net cornply with
their order, or sîhen hoe perseveres lu disoe-
dieuce te it aftor ise lias brought the matter
before thoto, then I agree with Mr. Justice
Wilcs tisat the proper course bciug te loave if
te the Queen's i3ouch' te say arbethor tise erder
iras right, the clerk eof the peace wonld be set-
tirîg hinîiseif up as superior ta tihe justices andi
master, aud weuild ho guilty of a rnisdemneanour.
Thero was, thereforo, lu rey opinion before the
Court of Quarter Sessionts, au offoenco chargeti,
wihl, if proved, gave them authcrity te disntiss
the relater. Vinat charge iras lirouglit hefore
flie Court, in writiug, as requiredl hy the Act cf
iVill. III., aud from 'what happcued at Chat and
flic sulisequeut Courts as appears by flic speciai
verdict,, 1 cannet doulit Chat there iras evidence
brougltt before the Court, aud iuquired lut o,
going te the question whlether there had. becu a
mriidemeaur ou the part cf flic relater lu hbis
office. Ou this state cf foot, and without ex-
pressing as yet auy epinien as te whlether Che
evidenco 'warranted Che Court lu cerng tc tise
decision at which. they arrived, there arises Ciss
questîon-whether if la open te this Court te
inquire irbether flic Court of Quarter Sessions
wcrc svarrauted lu ccmiug te the conclusion ut
which. titcy arrived. 1 arn cf opinion Chat it la
net se open te us. Thle mile is ell estublished
lu cases of surmary convictions. As toeuvery-
fhiug whtich relates te jurisdiction Chia Court wil
interfere te regulate, sud set riglif inferior tribu-
nais, but wheu once we find thut there la juris-
diction, Chia Court will net take upon themnselves
te say wltetlier the decisiers actualiy urrived cf,
la that wirici this Ccurt would have corne te.
If rnay lie Chat something may happen lu the

course cf a case which la inconsistent -titi whlat
bas liecu calicd nuturai, but wita I prefer te eall
rationai jtsstico-such as flic tefusai te hear a
party-sud thon this Court will interfere ;but,
uuless sornefhing ef the sert appears, ne should
net enter inta flic monita cf the case. Applying
Chia te the stili strengor case ef a Court of Quar-
fer Sessions, which. la a court of record, nisen
ne find-aa ne do htere-f hat the charge is oe
ever wihl Che Court have jurisdictieu, Chat fthc
provisions cf the satfute bave been cemplied witli,
sud a irriftton charge exhibited, that there lias
licou preef in open court aud an uppertnnity te
flic Person ohargcd tus dofeul himself, andi thero.
upon a, decision-we cannot interfere liecquso
ne rnay lie dis8atisficd with tisat deciaion, sud
should curseives have arriveci at a difforenf one.
Titis case la sonetihat different from the fine
Chut iras befere the Court of Common Pluas, for
that iras an action for tlic focs uof the office
received by flic defendauf, sud in that case the
answer was Chat tlic daim couid net ho enter-
Coined, hecanse the elairnt iras not lu tce
office, sud the court couid net enter lîtto the
question nisether lis renierai frorn it nos riglît
or wrong: the court could nef go liehind tho
judgment. But se bore; unleasswe fiad Chat te
Court cf Quarter Sessions has procecded wrong-
fully aud illogally, we cannot go liehittil the,
judgrnent. If Chia court lias any jurisdictin
over sucli a court eof record otiier titan fisat I
have pointed oui, it would lie, 1 Chîîîk, liy corle-
rari, but on flua enquiry nwe caunot go loto Che
question wlietlier the relater lias been properly
rerneved on the evidenco aldinced before the
court helen.

1 feel. however. lioun te add that. offer flie
moat careful consideration Chat I eau give Ce Chia
case, 1 arn rnyseif satisfiod Chat Mr. Wildes-for
sarne motive irbicli 1 nul uit enter loto, nisether
of discliargiug bis dufy, or froin ngry feeling,
or ctiierwise-did lu foct refuse, sud aliseieteiy
refuse, te oliey the erder eof the court. 'fli evt-
douce satistios me en titis point, sud fliat on Chia
flic contention cf tlie defendant is aise riglit. I
think flic conclueion frein te evitîcuce la fuir,
that lie liad usude up bia mid Chat the order was
illegal, and fliaf he wonid net enter it ;tai, in
puranance of flua rosolutien, hoe did, refuse, sud
Chat lu Chia lie comnnitted s rnisderneanor lu h
office. Tfhle conclusion, Chou, la, that Chu ploas
are sufficicut, and Chat our judgmnt sitold lie
for flie defeudant.

IIANS'Ec, J._I ha-ve notlîing te add, exoept te
express my concurrence on liotli points. Lt la
net competeuf te us Ce inquirs inCa tlie grounds
on wihl tlie Court eof Quarter Sessions arrived
ut Choir decision, attd I may furtiser Say titat I
outir eiy agroe, if it 'veto competent fur tss te
inquire intu tlie evidenco, 1 mysoif sliouid couic
te the saine conclusion, tisac titere iras a refusal
liy Mr. 'Wildes wihl arnunuted Ca a misdeineanor
lu bis office.

HAYOS, J., cenicurredu.
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