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Rumneycanthis in the statutewhich clauseintwo only,«pinion, ways
Attensiowntotheis, that are beone ninetyThe daysbe construed.

relief is in fact to thethetime first giventhefromreckoned
the reasonswe cannot forconstruction adoptThispauper.

“thatis,other constructionThe by ninetybefore stated.
“ sothe relief shall have been af-the time firstfromdays
“ the time when theforded,” was fromintended ninety days

the to befirst for which town claims wasrelief, reimbursed,
instead of toafforded; statute,that the thelimiting recovery

ofnotice has limited the timeto given,previousninety days
from the time firstto when the re-notice daysgiving ninety

town to belief, reimbursed,for which the claims was afford-
such aed. With the of we have toprovisionpolicy nothing

that thedo. It is seems to uslaw to be soenough written.
notice,aof that to beWe are sufficient, withinopinion, the

statute,of beintent the must served within fromninety days
relief, fortime when the first whichthe the town claims to

recover, was afforded. As it that theappears notice in this
withinwas not servedcase from the timeninety days when

which therelief, forthe first inmentioned the no-money
afforded,wastice was the isnoticeexpended, insufficient,

must havethe defendantand on thejudgment nonsuit.

STRAFFORD, SEPTEMBER TERM, 1822.

PARKER PLUMER vs. AMOSA. BREWSTER.
sheriff;A who hasdeputy arrested a mesneperson upon process, ■may, this

become the bail of suchstate» person.

This was an action theupon case for an escape, against
the defendant, sheriff of the ofcounty Grafton, and was
submitted to the decision of the court, aupon case stated in
substance as follows :■

The plaintiff sued Hail,outhaving a writ one B.against
delivered the same to J. Sinclair, a of thedeputy defend-

Sinclair,;ant and having arrested Hoi!, became his bail,
and suffered tohim atgo large.
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Emerson, for the plaintiff.
and L. B. ihcWalker, for defendant.%uncy

C,Ricmmosov, J. The to our de-submittedquestion
cision this cn.sc is,in sheriff,a has ar-whether whodeputy
rested a person mesne becomeupon process, lawfullymay

?the bail of the so arrestedperson
it,isIn a rule both of the and thebenchEngland, king’s

common that be to beno sheriff’s officerpleas, permitted
& 150,bail. 1 Tidd’s 230.­—­2 Bos. vs.Prac. Pull. Faulkner

466, Hawkins Str. 889.-2vs.Doug. Magnall.­Wise.­—­ —­2
is rule there799, 1180. There also a similarW. Black.

1to Prac.Tidd’s 230.­—­1 Bos.with &respect attorneys.
49, 564­—­2 350.­ditto East 181.­—­2 Hen. Bl.356.-2Pull.

828.ditto Cowp.—1 76.­-­
bail, theif an becomeimproper personRutin England,

nul­as abe treatedcannotalthough irregular,proceeding,
The vs. the Tidd’s181, Surry.­2 East Kinglity. Sheriff —­1of

.1­23­Prac.
sheriffsno rulestate, we have prohibiting deputyIn-this
actionbail; we ®f thisare thatopinion,andfrom becoming

be supported.cannot
theJudgment defmdafyt.for

B. KNIGHT.vs.WALTERJOSEPH PERKINS

made to aofjury, one thea to the partiescause had been openedafterWhere
cause, theof the andsidehis ownof statements tocourt favorableoutijuror

granted.trial wasfavor, a newreturned in hisa verdictafterwards‘jury

Trespass thetakenbeenhad bya whichfor horse,taking
on©againstexecutionsheriff, anadefendant, upondeputy

the questionandPlumer, as Plumer’s property;Ephraim
horsethepurchasedhad bonawas, thewhether plaintiff fide

The causedefendant.thebefore the bytakingPlumerof
towas openedandterm, 1822,atheretried Februarywas

thethem inbeforelaidevidenceof theand partthe jury
andthen adjourned,courttrial; theoftheof dayforenoon

havingtheandafternoon, jury,theinfinishedwascausethe
formoveddefendantthethefora verdict plaintiff,returned


