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J. Probateinterest,without whereas to haveinterest beenought
allowed. Robbins.

Mherton,C. G. for the plaintiff.
B. M. and G. F. forFarley, theFarley defendants.

conceded,mayIt bethe court. that theBy decree of
the theprobate, widow’sofjudge allowing distributive
share in her husband’s estate to her administrator, was,

ressureties,with interto these aliosrespect acta, and not
3 N. H.conclusive them.against Rep. 491, Gookinv.

is onSanborn. But there no whichground that decree
is nocan be Thereimpeached. doubt that the widow

was entitled to her distributive share in the personal es­
Shetate of her husband. was by law entitled to it as

Williams, 48, ;an heir. 3 P. Davers v. Dewes­ 4 Burns’
;Lovelass, 67; Laws,331 Prov. 105.Laws,Eccl.

of her isAnd the estate nowadministrator entitled to
the same.receive

case, on ofThe claim made in this behalf the admin-
widow, interest,for cannot beistrator of the allowed.

to receive the distributive share ofHe was entitled the
be awidow, bythe was to settled decreebut amount of

That amount has been settledthe of probate. byjudge
is,was a party. therefore,a which hedecree to He

If he was not satisfiedthe decree. with thebybound
remedy.decree, appropriatean theappeal was

George versus JohnHerrick Fuller.

court, the courtplaintiffa action in this or in ofbrings an commonWhere
sum,$13,33, less thanexceeding and recovers thatpleas, upon a claim

limited, except cases wherethe costs not be in there can be no reason-will
$13,33.able of more thanexpectation recovering

Assumpsit defendant oncontract, bymade theaupon
neatinJune, 1826, plaintiffthe 13th thepay $156,75,to
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Herrick in three with interest fromstock, years,cash price,at
».

1,1827.AprilFuller.
here, issue, atupontried the generalThe cause was

sum ofterm, 1830, it that theFebruary appearedwhen
contract, June, 1826,14thunder on thewas thepaid$54

due, June, 1829, the sum13thand that there was on the
,of $116,29.

to appraisethree menhaving procureddefendantThe
thecows, appraisedand they havingand threetwo oxen

underthe plaintiffthem toat he deliveredsame $126,
pro-afterwardsBut the plaintiff havingcontract.the

andcattle, theyto the sameappraisemenothercured
suit tothisthem at he brought$91,appraisedhaving

and the amountthat sumthe difference betweenrecover
to the tojuryIt was submittedthe contract.due under

cattle, them to beand found oftheythefind the value of
a for the plain-of and returned verdicttbe value $116,

tiff, with cents damages.twenty-nine
court to limit tbe costs.defendant moved theThe

Brown, plaintiff.for the
for the defendant.M.B. Farley,
If costs inthecourt. the this case are to be restrict-By

theuponit must be that the had noed, ground plaintiff
of thanexpectation recovering more $13,33,reasonable

have obtained in a suitand complete justice broughtmight
a had theof tbe But he obtainedpeace.before justice

confided,in heof men probablywhoseopinion judgment
of the value of theto their estimation cat-accordingand
Thiswas due to him sum could nottle, there be$25.

a ofin an action before thejusticebroughtrecovered
have found that aAnd a now fewalthough jurypeace.

howyet, consideringare due theonly plaintiff,cents to
in theof men are estimatingthevery opinionsvarious

not,thecattle,of that hadsay plaintiffvalue we cannot
circumstances, a ofexpectationthe reasonable re-under

than thatmore and are of thecovering $13,33, opinion
motion must be overruled.


