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Trezza was convicted of murder in the first degree in the court of sessions of Kings
county, N. Y., June 6, 1890, and sentenced to death. The warrant for the
execution of the judgment and sentence was duly issued to the agent and warden
of the state-prison at Sing Sing, and under it Trezza was committed to his custody.
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An appeal was taken to the court of appeals, and the judgment affirmed, ( 125 N.
Y. 740, 26 N. E. Rep. 933;) whereupon, March 6, 1891, the court of sessions
ordered the judgment of conviction and sentence of death to be executed and
enforced in the manner provided by law, and issued a second warrant to the
warden. Trezza then presented his petition for a writ of habeas corpus to the judge
of the circuit court of the United States for the southern district of New York, and
brings the order of that court denying its prayer to this court on appeal. Petitioner
claimed that by his imprisonment under the first warrant he had been once
punished for the offense for which he had been convicted, and that solitary
confinement amounted to cruel and unusual punishment, and hence that he was
restrained in violation of the fifth and eighth amendments to the constitution of the
United States; and he objected, also, that the warrant was not sufficiently definite
and specific. The record has not been printed, nor have briefs been filed on either
side, and appellant was not represented by counsel when the cause came on for
hearing. We have, however, carefully examined the transcript, and find no ground
upon which to arrive at a different conclusion from that just announced in the Case
of McElvaine, 12 Sup. Ct. Rep. 156. The judgment is affirmed, and the mandate
ordered to issue at once.
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