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If,it not a the theit: was ongrant by government.passed by
hand, theother the collector’s deed under which claims isplaintiff

valid, valid, and,isunder the claim also asthat which defendants
seen, the the better title.we have defendantsalready gives

theJudgment for defendants.

Blodgett, J., did not sit: the others concurred.

ROCKINGHAM.

Lang Lynch.&a. v.

ofthird clause section 639 of the S. Rev. Sts.,The XT. which relates
the removal of tocauses the federal courtsto on account of prejudice

wasinfluence,local not the actrepealed byor of ofcongress March 3,
is still in1875, and force.

thePetition who are citizens ofby plaintiffs, forPennsylvania,
ofremoval the tothe cause the circuit ofcourt the United States

the of andon local influence.ground prejudice The petition,
bond, and thea affidavit onewith of of the in forms,dueplaintiffs
the facts to the casestating necessary within thebring terms of

639, Sts.,the third clause of s. U. S. Rev. were filed at the April
term, 1884. The cause was entered at the term,October 1883,

has beenand in court since that timepending without trialany
had. The defendantbeing that theobjected was late,toopetition

639,theand that third clause of s. Sts.,U. S. Rev. was repealed by
of of 3,the act March 1875.congress

Hatch,John for the plaintiffs.

Batchelder,Frink for the defendant.8f

Clark, J. The to remove a cause inright which there is a
between a citizen of the statecontroversy in which the suit is
a citizen state,and of anotherbrought from a state court to the

States,ofcircuit court the United on the ofground orprejudice
influence,local is to the non-residentgiven the thirdparty by

639,clause of Sts.,s. U. S. Rev. which is a of thereproduction act
of of 2,Marchcongress 1867. Under this act the forpetition
removal, with an affidavitaccompanied that the petitioner has
reason to believe and does believe fromthat orprejudice local
influence he will not be able to obtain in thejustice court,state

be filed at time before the finalmay any or trial ofhearing the
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cause, statute of is thethe of the 1867 byunless repealedprovision
8, is theof This settledMarch 1875. question byact of congress

thein recentcourt of the United Statesof thedecision supreme
theU. It is there held thatv. 113 S. 73.of Hesscase Reynolds,

1875, the3, to the of circuitMarch determineact of jurisdiction
courts, doesthe of causes from stateand removalcourts regulate

butstatutes on thoseor all other subjects,not supersederepeal
it; 639the third clause of s.are in conflict with thatsuch asonly

anor and thatSts. is not applica­of the Rev. abrog'ated repealed,
be made at time beforeanyunder that clausefor removal maytion

the in the state court.final of causetrial or hearingthe

Petition granted.
J., did sit: the others concurred.notAllen

v. Rochester.Wentworth

action, a is toestoppedof town nothighways,the statuteIn uponan
of_a in a method.statutoryestablishedhighway notthe existencedeny

to a traveller. TheCase, foron the statute damage happening
statute,modenot laid out in the prescribed bywashighwayalleged

for travel. For severalbeen used years publichas not twentyand
atown was in erectingto the engagedthe accidentmonths prior

road, allmain andriver on the duringtheover Cochecobridge
maintainedbe erected andto alongthat time caused guide-boards

Theroad, the inoverthe travel way question.the main directing
of directions.reason saidthetravelled over way byplaintiff

Eastman, for the plaintiff.N.G.

the defendants.forG-afney,Worcester$

327,N. is affirmed.58 H.Tilton v.Carpenter, Pittsfield,J.

Nonsuit.
the others concurred.Allen, J., sit:did not

Ex'r, a.Jenkins, & a. v. Fowler &

the testator’smanifestlyand it isclause,residuarynocontainswillIf a
“ my moneysthe words allof property,of all histo disposeintention

iu a savings-bank,may pass depositsdebts”all my justafter paying
devised.notstock, specificallyrailroadand


