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“ seeAndwords sell intendment.dispose of,”and bywas supplied
Ails­tock's 3Case, 650.Grat.

“ If the sense not to regarded,”nice beappear, oughtexceptions
See,said 5 260.Stevens,Lord The East.Ellenborough, in v.King

also, 84;The v. 1 Cr. Law 172.Airey, 38,2 East. Ch.King
existenceTwo hundred Sir Matthew Hale lamented theyears ago,

““of in pointsan undue for requiredthe niceties”regard unseemly
** *“of indictments,” exceptions,and ear toeasythe over given

theinnocence, tomore ownwhereby offenders than theirbyescape
thetoshame of of andgovernment,the to the villainy,encouragement

193; L.dishonour of God.” P. 182-185.Hale C. Cr.Step.
“ life, in theThese in favor ofweregreat strictnesses” enforced

declaredtimes when no less offencesthan a hundred and weresixty
In theact 4 Bl. Com. 18.by of ofto be death.parliament -worthy

“ to bepresent these niceties” do not seemage required.unseemly
The motion to denied.quash was properly

Exceptions overruled.
did notAllen, J., sit.

Crowley v. Hurd.

view,An an a a and betweenwarrant,making uponofficer arrest without
St.,sunrise, forliable, 6, 236, discharg-sunset and not under s. c. Gen.is

magistrate.him ahis without beforeing prisoner carrying

Qui thethata declarationtam, allegesto recover Thepenalty.
onean offence committedofficer, byan view ofdefendant, uponbeing

warrant, andsunrise,andC., him a sunsetarrested without between
the court within twenty-fourdid him beforecarrynot policepromptly

but, him hour,after one allowedarrest,hours next after the detaining
him to The defendant demurred.depart.

Copeland for theEdgerly, plaintiff.&

W.G. the defendant.Burleigh, for

6, 236, St.,under s. c. Gen.J.Stanley, broughtThis action is
without athat cases the officer arrestingwhich in all otherprovides

arrested thethe person policewarrant shall beforecarrypromptly
be made. Thecourt a that a complaint may provisionsor magistrate,

do this case.of this section not toapply
4, sunrise,s. sunset andarrest under betweenHere the was made

his orto detain prisoner, dischargeand the defendant had the right
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him arrest,at any time within hours his withouttwenty-four after
himcarrying before and him withinthe magistrate; by discharging

that time he did not incur the recovered here.to bepenalty sought

Demurrer sustained.
Allen, J., did not sit.

Adm’r,Preston, v. The Travellers’ Ins. Co.

A petition for removal athe of suit from a state into the circuit courtcourt
of the S.,U. under the act of first1875,March filed at the3, must be
term at which the arecourt, there,in or to beparties, being boundbeing
not prevented, the of fromby law trial.procedure, togoing

A general replication waiver, constitutingof no averment factsofcontaining
a waiver, is bad.

In on a contract,written the a of theassumpsit cannot avoidplaintiff part
contract on the theground of defendants’ fraud-in it.making

Assumpsit, on a of life insurance. The suit was atpolicy entered
term,the February 1875, term,and tocontinued the andSeptember

then continued to the February term, 1876, when the defendants filed
a intopetition for removal the court the S. Oncircuit of U.
account of other business entitled to on the theprecedence docket,
third term the was in(when was, fact, the first term atpetition filed)
which this cause could be tried. The court the andrejected petition,
the defendants excepted.

The substance of is,one of the thatpleas the declaredpromise upon
was and is in therein,andwriting, upon the condition thatexpressed
the defendants should be ifnot liable the deceased come hisshould to
death ofby reason to himinjuries occasioned' while toattempting
enter inany conveyance steam,- andpublic propelled by motion,while
that he was killed while to such aenter in mo-attempting conveyance
tion. The fifth to this is, that havereplication plea the defendants

;waived said condition and the sixth thatis, induced,the deceased was
deceit, misconduct,theby and fraud defendants,of the to believe that

said wascondition not relied the as aupon by defendants of thepart
contract. To these the defendants demur.replications

Hobbs, for the defendants.

for theCopeland, plaintiff.

J. I.Sawyer, Under the act 3,1875,of March the forpetition
“removal must be filed before or at termthe at saidwhich cause


