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L°*e11intent,the whichmuch probablythrow uponlightmight
Briggs.in ofinterested it.in parthim becoming anyactuated

should athat the taketoo,It be proper, inquirymay
thisconduct,hisbroader than afterwards, concerningrange

heir; because,and this asparticularpurchaseparticular
the wholefor the intestate estate wascontended by plaintiff,

;with similar views and theprobably managed disposition
of the whole would be in some to be madelikely, degree,

to his and aor conformable views ininterestSubservient
part.

itThus tois established practice evidence concern­admit
different sales of a debtor’s atestate, made oring about the

time,same to ashow fraudulent intent in the debtor to injure
So,his where the was thecreditors.(l) (1)charge procurement Thrasher

vs. Haines,of a fraudulentgoods by wasconspiracy, testimony admit­ RocH. Feb.
1822.ted of other transactions of the supposed soonconspirators,

to aprove intent andafter, probable combination to defraud
in the first (2)toSo, acase.(2) 3 John.prove that a billknowledge, is

231.or that the is fictitious, itforged, ispayee tocompetent show
circumstances connected with the of other billspassing by

2the same Hen. Bl. 288.­—­4party. Bos. Pul. 94-5.—­&
Ev. See,1 Phi. 137. also, 1 John. 100, 103.­—­3 Es. Ca.

John. Ca. 198.*193.­—­2
For these reasons, the verdict must be aside,set and a

New trial granted.
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ROBBINSNATHAN vs. ISAACAPPLEBY.
jurisdiction affirm,The of the to judgmentscourt ofsuperior courts,inferior

from which an claimed,buthas been notappeal prosecuted.is confined to cases
where an has beenappeal claimed.lawfully

This was a filed Robbinsvs.complaint forby notAppleby,
in this court an claimedentering the latter fromappeal by a
of the court ofjudgment common in thispleas ren-county,

* 16 SomesRep* Skinner» 3 ScMass. vs.348a vs.566,— Aid. RexBarn. Hunt et a!*
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Robbins Robbins,forfavor of debt1819, interm,atdered Sept, $30
The action in which theof suit.and costsorAppleby. damages, %

in 1817,was commencedrendered,was February,judgment
and the titlein was ofsum demanded $30,and the damages

drawn in in the case.was not questionestatereal
H.(1) 2 N. declares,J. The statute ofJuneRichardson, C. 27,1816,(1)

47, sec.Laws “11. and courts asthat the several of common pleasrespective
“ shall have final conclusiveestablished andthis act juris-by
“ of and actions wherein the sum demandeddiction all pleas
“ exceed thatdollars,shall not inin damages fifty except
“ the title of real estate is drawn so thatwhich in question,
“ inbe such as afore-no shall actionsgranted personalappeal
“ shall exceedsaid, unless the demand the sum ofplaintiff’s
“ It is clear this thatdollars.” in case no appealveryfifty

from the of the courtlaw below.was allowed judgmentby
a merewas therefore nullity.The appeal

“enacted,it is ifFeb. that9,of 1791,(2)statute anyH. the1 R.(2) By
102, secLaws “ to enter at theshall his appealneglectsuch appellant10.

“ of the last courtto, the mentionedcourt justicesappealed
“ thethe affirm form-made appellee,byonshall, complaint
“ in in case the same was onwhole or part,iner judgment
“ reasonable,and withthem seemdemurrer, justas to may
“ the lawful interest andexceedingdamagesadditional not
“ costs.”

statute, the isin the present complaintthis clauseUpon
the of thisthatare of opinion jurisdictionBut wefounded.

anbelow,whenof the courts appealaffirmtocourt judgments
cases,to where an hasis appealconfinednotis prosecuted,

case, asthis no appealand that in;claimedlawfullybeen
we no either toclaimed, havebe jurisdictioncould lawfully

below, or allowcourtof the additionaltheaffirm judgment
vs. Howard.379,5 Mass. CampbellRep.damages.

dismissed.Complaint


