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their claims did not theprove affect of the probatejurisdiction

debts,■court. Chick was and had which the stat-owing property
ute not himpermitted to for' histhe benefit of credi-only assign
tors, but due institutedupon them would havebyproceedings

him to All the•compelled estate of the debtor vested inassign.
Beacham as himhis and heldwasassignee upon appointment, by

the of defacto,.for benefit creditors. He was if not dejure.assignee
isAn notappointed the of and theassignee by judge probate by

creditors, isthe recommend-appointment made thealthough upon
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In the first two cases the reside inplaintiffs Massachusetts. If
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■debtorwill not bar their claims unless them.prove Perleythey

Mason, 6; Atkinson,v. 64 N. H. Norris 64 N. Inv. H. 87. the
-fourth case the are a Newplaintiffs Hampshire corporation.

Their debt was contracted to the of the act ofprior passage
1885, and not inbeen these willproved nothaving proceedings

ahe barred 1885, 85,of the debtor. Laws s. 15.by c.discharge
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The in allplaintiffs the suits except the fourth theirproved
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debtor, for he holds themto whomin or are restored theremain
Rowe,149; 58N. H. Towle v.in Towle 57trust. v. Davenport,

607; Down,394; Fellows, N. H. Fowler v. 1N. 58H. v.Ramsey
aBut in this state that cannotpersonB. & P. 44. it is settled
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account,and for he is toin an whichofficial capacity, obliged

inuntil been the courthis accounts have adjusted having juris­
Decatur, 137;59 N. H.v.diction of the Willardsubject-matter.

174; Morse, 5H. N. H. 519.Woodbridge45 N. v.Palmer v. Noyes,
his histhe trustee of ward untilA cannot be adjudgedguardian

andin the court a balance■accounts have been probateadjusted
Drew, 399,6 N. H. 400. Anin his Davis v.found due favor.

trustee of a hiscreditor beforeadministrator cannot be adjudged
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It isthe of the decree thatprobate.ordered to be paid by judge
the ofthe administrator debtor the creditor. Adams v.makes

Barrett, 2 N. H. 374.
rule, the defendantAs if would have noa principalgeneral

trustee, the cannot bethe latterof action against charged.right
Perrin,Chase, 110; 273;8N. H. v. N. H.Getchell 37v. Greenleaf
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trustee ofcannot be as Chick the factsuponBeacliam charged
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■since of his account remains to bethe settlement former adjusted.
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a ofdecree that court.by

that the actions continued untilJustice does not be therequire
can be settled. Palmer v. 45 N. H.accounts of the Noyes,assignee

is an174. and it is notThe trustee equitableprocess proceeding,
standthat should better thantheequitable plaintiffs any they

had their inwould stood if claimshave they proved insolvency.
allconclusion, it the of partiesthis be for interest toUpon may

debtor,a ofa distribution anddecree of theagree upon discharge
and aor to a without decree.make distribution discharge
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