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Young v. Foster.

orwhether of realtitle,is of personalevidencePossession
it therule,as abecause, title,accompaniesgeneralproperty,
to this.there many exceptionsalthough are.

in an office without isacting oppositionSo, prima facie
act,of a toso &c.rightevidence

so it wellthe bestrong ques-not authorities mightWere
ofthis cohabitation andwhether evidence reputationtioned

cases con.,be admitted in of crim. and intonotought pro-
the reasonfor and for thatadultery bigamy, simplesecutions

to thetendency fact. Ifa legitimate prove larceny,it has
and bemurder, may circumstantialrobbery, byand proved

the arises ofevidence, enquiry naturally cases crim.why
also.not be so It is thatmaycon. clearvery they&c.

in the of of thematter And itmay except proof marriage.
to an beeasyis not shouldperceive why made inexception

defendants in cases.of such If havefavor they nothing
for a defence than therelyto non-existence of abetter upon

could notthey certainly of being tomarriage, complain put
afterit,show evidence had been adducedprima onfacie
side.otherthe

Judgment the plaintiff.for

Loomis vs. Farnum, Admr.

represented insolvent,an estate isWhen all pursue claims,the maycreditors their
and them in every governmenthave allowed where administration is taken.

insolvencyWhere the commissioners of refused to allow a creditor who had
proved State,his however,claim in (where,another he had then received no
dividend,) prove also; held,to in this State it appeal,was on that he was entitled
to allowed thehave whole hisamount of claim presentedat the whentime he

commissioners,to thethe claim notwithstanding that theirsince determination
had ahe received dividend in the other State.

whether,But if he had received here,,dividend presentedsuch before he his claim
provehe could for more him,than the balance due quaerethen ?

creditor, provesA who jurisdictions,in several anycan paymentnot receive whichi
receiptswill hismake total larger than the full amount claim.of his
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v. Earnum.XiOomis

Appeal the determination of disal-commissioners,from
the claim the estate of Lutherlowing appellant’s against

insolvent.Warren, deceased,
saidwas founded certain notes signed byThe-claim upon

and due to thejustlyWarren appellant.
Connecticut,was taken in and ancillaryAdministration

in this is a ofadministration State. The citizenappellant
to the determination of the commissionersVermont. Prior

he had his claim to commissionersfrom, presentedappealed
of in and it allowed him.Connecticut, was Heinsolvency
has a dividend of wasfifty cent,,since received whichper

ofin course administration there.declared

theforLivermore,A. appellant.

for theBell, appellee.Joseph

that theWe are of inParker, C. J. opinion appellant
claimis entitled to have his allowed. Thisthis case opin­
which wereon the considered andion is founded principles

of vs. Marshall,in the case Goodall 11 N. H.statedfully
it canthose make no thatOn differenceprinciples88.Rep.

hisa dividend on claim inhe has since received Connecti­
notdemand has been or satisfied thebypaidcut. His

thedividend. At time theof that when appellantreceipt
and the refused tohis commissioners allowclaim,presented

He had onlyhad received doneit, nothing. what,he in
awe held creditor of ancited,case alreadythe insolvent

well viz.: hisdo, claim, and have itestate might pursue
where administration isgovernmentin taken.everyallowed

be for noallowance could, sum thanprobably, greaterThe
creditor when the claim waswas due the Butpresented.

the his forwhen claimappellant presented allow­present
whole of it was due.ance thehere,

cent, dividend in ConnecticutfiftyIf the had beenper
before hethe his claim forbyreceived appellant presented
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v. Farnum.Loomis

been en-he havewould,in this State, probably,allowance
hebalance. when pre-to allowed the Butonlybetitled

the whole sum claimedas we haveclaim, said,hissented
he to haveof that is entitledwe aredue,was and opinion

when it was toas of the time presentedallowedhis claim
receive, however,cannot any pay-commissioners. Hethe

from themake his total severalreceiptswillment which
his claimhave amountin which he may provedjurisdictions

of his claim.amountthan the fulla sumlargerto
Claim, allowed.

Lyford.vs.Shaw

petition bankruptcyinfiled his since the actionhas was com-defendantaWhere
motion,will,menced, be allowed to discontinue theplaintiff on action with-the

costs.out
plaintiffaffidavit that the hadshould file an noif cause ofthe defendantBut

merits, securityaction, plea anythe andtogether maya to for sumwith which
granted.recovered, seemsthat motion would not beit suchbe

Assumpsit. the commencement of theSince theaction,
his in thefiled districtpetitionhad andcourt,defendant

under act ofa thebankrupt Congressdeclaredbeen passed
now for leaveThe movesplaintiff1841. to dis-19,August

costs.action, withoutthecontinue

for the plaintiff.Phelps,

for the defendant.W. Thompson,C.

ofare thatJ. We thisParker, C. motion isopinion
itand is 8by authority.reasonable, Cowen R.supported

is avs. case in121, Burns, directlyHoneywell point.
his thedefendant has own actbyThe deprived plaintiff
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